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This thesis explores people's views, a key area in studies about sexual 
harassment on campus. Yet, unlike mainstream research, it aims not to identify, 
verify or falsify the correlations or causality between people's views and various 
subject or contexual variables through survey or experimentation. What the 
thesis wants is to locate the politics of discourse. It attempts to capture the 
discourse patterns manifested in people's views concerning sexual harassment on 
campus, and reveal the political relations the discourses embody. The study is 
faciltated by the combination of two politically potent methods, Q methodology 
and discourse analysis, with sixty people from all six universities in Hong Kong 
serving as research subjects. Of the sixty subjects, 30 are students, 26 are faculty 
members, including Vice-Chancellors, deans of students and teaching staff, and 
four are professionals whose works are relevant to the study. 
The research discovered five distinctive discourses which indicate that the 
issu^ of sexual harassment on campus is highly contestable in Hong Kong. 
Discourse A believes sexual harassment is productive of the societal-structural 
gender hierarchy. Unlike Discourse A, Discourse B believes sexual harassment 
unfolds not always as a means of male gender-power positioning, but in the form 
of highly ambiguous display of interest in which women can enjoy a strong 
agency status. For Discourse C, sexul harassment is not what Discourse A 
regards as an expression of male power. Nor is it what Discourse B treats as a 
contradiction imbued with courtship. It is rather an evil-intended offence made 
by a person against others to fullfill personal desire or interest. Sharing 
Discourse B，s concern about sexual ambiguity and Discourse C,s emphasis on 
intentional fluidity, Discourse -D contrasts with Discourse A by taking 
distinctive care for men. Discourse -E does not embody a sharp gender 
orientation as Discourse A and Discourse -D do. It recognizes the ambiguous 
nature ofsexual harassment highlighted by B, but without playing up the agency 
of women. It recognizes the shifting identity of sexual harassment but without 
Discourse C's sense of powerlessness. Discourse -E believes that sexual 
harassment is a realm of exchanges mingled with values, passion and attributes. 
Its construction is heterogeneous and contingent, and hence an ethic of 
deliberation is needed to deal with it. 
The five discourses are not mutually exclusive, but interact with each 
other, and the dynamics is important for the deliberation of policies dealing with 
sexual harassment. 
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CHAPTER I 
mXRODUCTION 
Setting the Stage 
“Sexual harassment", whose Chinese expression is directly translated from 
English, is a rather new vocabulary in Hong Kong. I t just started circulating in recent 
years. Nevertheless, it has been rapidly and widely used in both Cantonese dialect and 
formal Chinese. The term, perhaps, is more familiar to university students and staff, 
since most sexual harassment stories on campus have been either played up or 
eroticized by the mass media. In the past two years, various stories on sexual 
harassment were notable/ In 1994, an expatriate lecturer at the University of Hong 
Kong was prevailed to quit, due to his indecent exposure in a library.2 In the same 
year, eight Chinese female lecturers at the City University ofHong Kong filed ajoint 
accusation against a Chinese superior to the university, claiming they were suffering 
from his "sexual innuendoes”，“infringement of privacy” and “derogatory remarks 
about academic women's professionalism"; several witnesses claimed they were “too 
• 
i l t s h o u l d b e n o t e d t h a t t h e a u t h o r only intends to present the basic facts of s o m : = b l e s ; | 
harassme.t stories, following the news reporting nile of "4W" (What, Who, Where and W - d lH' 
(How) ^ e s o c i a l categories (like sex and etlmicity) and contextual features (like physical s e t a g ^ d 
L^rlrchical position) s e l e c t i v e l y and inevitably presented in the stories are just for reference. No attempt is 
made to preempt their relevance to the occurrence of the sexual harassment cases. 
2 The story is confirmed by a law professor who is one of the subjects in this research. 
1 
• 
scared to testify，，.� In May 1995, a Chinese graduate student at the Chinese University -
of Hong Kong put up a big-letter poster, saying that she had been harassed by a male 
^ libarian's courtship advance for a year. In November, nine Chinese female 
f^ 
.undergraduates at the Hong Kong Polytechnic University filed a joint complaint of 
sexual harassment to the police, claiming they had been inappropriately "touched" by 
a Chinese male lecturer during a laboratory class.^ A couple of weeks later, a Chinese 
male undergraduate at the Hong Kong University of Science and Technology was 
caught peeping at a bathing Chinese female student and was discharged from the 
university.^ 
, 
On the other hand, there is a proliferation of institutional mechanisms to deal 
with the problem. Some universities have set up specific panels or adopted internal 
guidelines to handle sexual harassment complaints. Academic workshops were 
organized，and mosquito papers on gender equality have been circulating. Educators 
»have suggested to incorporate the topic into sex education in kmdergardens.^ Outside 
universities, the government has implemented a set of guidelines on sexual 
harassment for public servants since January 1995. The Sexual Discrimination 
Ordinance? was passed by the Legislative Council in June 1995 and will come into 
3 EastemExpress, 14 July 1994. 
4 The Hong Kong Standard, 30 November 1995，2 December 1995 and 11 December 1995; Ming 
Pao, 30Navemberl995. 
5 Ming Pao, 11 December 1995. 
6 The suggestion is made by the Hong Kong Sex Education Association, see The Hong Kong 
Standard, 21, November 1995. 
7 See the Section 5 ofthe Ordinance, p.A1644. The section, which is applying to both men and 
women, reads as follows: a person (howsoever described ) sexually harasses a woman if (a) the person (I) 
makes an unwelcome sexual advance, or an unwelcome request for sexual favours’ to her; or (ii) engages in 
other unwelcome conduct of a sexual nature in relation to her, in circumstances in which a reasonable person, 
2 
effect after the Equal Opportunities Commission to be formed in 1996 has drafted a 
code of practice. Children under seven have been legally recognized as independent 
witnesses of sexual harassment.^ Feminist groups are calling for more stringent 
penalties -- imprisonment -- for sexual harassment after the conviction of a World < 
• 9 
Vision Hong Kong chief executive. 
Sexual harassment on campus, thus, is no longer a storm in a teacup; it is 
instead topical and is becoming a controversial public policy issue, with far-reaching 
impact on the social-political relations among people. Getting topical and « 
controversial means that sexual harassment has come to occupy a meaningful yet 
problematic place in the public discourse. Discourse can be understood as 
institutionalized framework of meaning construction in a cultural，linguistic 
community (Foucault 1977; Alker and Sylvan 1986; Shapiro 1981 and 1992; Dryzek 
1990； Fairclough 1996; Howarth 1995). It assembles social-symbolic elements, 
,involving verbal production, conducts and institutions, into organized wholes, 
intelligible to interpreters (Foucault 1977; Dryzek 1990; AU^er and Sylvan 1986). For 
an experience or a verbal production (the communication of thought in uttered or 
written form) to have a meaning, it must exist as part of a particular discourse 
(Howarth 1995); for an experience to be problematic, it must exist in relation to at 
having regard to all the circumstances, would have anticipated that she would be offended，humiliated or 
intimated; or (b) the person, alone or together with other persons，engages in conduct of a semal nature 
which creates a sexually hostile or intimidating work environment for her. In subsection (5)，"conduct of a 
sexual nature" includes making a statement of a sexual nature to a woman, or in her presence，whether the 
statement is made orally or in writing. 
8 Hong Kong United Daily, 20 July 1995. 
9 The demand is raised by the Association for the Advancement ofFeminism, see The Hong Kong 
Standard, 7 November 1995. 
3 
least two discourses which are contesting. Discourses are inherently contesting and 
politically charged because every discourse has its own political frontiers which 
partisanly exclude certain actors or practices as wrong, incompetent or illegitimate 
.,(Laciau and Mouffe 1985). Sexual harassment against women may be dismissed as 
normal in the discourse of partriarchy. But in the discourse of gender equality, it is 
deemed as men's suppression against women. In Hong Kong, what discourses are 
constructed by university students and staff in making sense of sexual harassment on 
campus? How does each discourse draw its political frontiers in relation to others? 
How does the discourse patterns implicate on the deliberation of public policy against 
the problem? 
*k 
The concerns in this thesis are different from most previous studies. They 
indeed imply that the approach the thesis is going to use is distinctive from the 
dominant research paradigm. 
» 
Literature Review 
Dominant Attitude and Belief Research Framework on Sexual Harassment 
« 
People's attitudes and beliefs have been the key topics of research on sexual 
harassment on campus. Yet the dominant approach has focused on rather narrow 
concerns. It tends to adopt the behavioral science paradigm. It focuses on discovering 
4 
the correlation between views on sexual harassment and subject/contextual variables; 
the conduct of inquiry is “positivist，,. 
Sexual Harassment as Object ofBehavioral Science 
Dominant attitude and belief research has studied sexual harassment mainly 
from behavioral, demographic and psychological perspectives. Sexual harassment 
tends to be conceptualized as "consisting of a behavior, a type of behavior, a 
behavioral episode, or a series of episodes, all situated between antecendents and 
consequences which may or may not be specified，，(Bingham 1994:5). A typical task, 
thus, is to identify what behaviors are regarded as sexually harassing. Sexual bribery, « 
seductive sexual approach, threatening sexual request and unwanted sexual advance 
are more likely to be seen by students as sexual harassment than sex jokes, 
scatological remarks and undue attention (Reilly, et al. 1982, Adams, Kottke and 
Padgitt 1983, Fitzgerald and Hesson-Mclnnis 1989, Fitzgerald, et al. 1988). 
» 
More importantly, those sexuaily harassing behaviors, according to the 
dominant approach, are co-related or causally related to various subjecty'contextual 
variables like personality traits, sex, hierarchical position and organizational norms. 
People with some traits and attributes or in certain positions are more likely to be 
seen as perpetrators. Older men, for example, who flirt and stare are often seen as 
sexual harassers (Reilly et al. 1982). Sexual 'behavior initiated by high-status faculty 
may be regarded as more serious or inappropriate than the same behavior initiated by 
lower-status instructors or students (Weber-Burdin et al. 1982, Pryor and Day 1988, 
5 
Frazier et al. 1995). There is controversy over the influence of gender difference in 
perceiving sexual harassment. Some suggest the difference is significant, with men 
less likely than women to define sexual oriented behaviors as sexual harassment 
(Abbey 1982, Choi et al. 1994). But some argue the difference is not as significant as 
usually suggested (Gutek and O'Connor 1995); it may exist only significantly for 
non-physical or less severe behaviors like sex jokes or undue attention (Kenig and 
Ryan 1986，Frazier et al. 1995). Baker et al. (1989) finds that the major difference 
occurs not between genders, but between individuals conditioned by different 
institutional norms and organizational environment. While an academic setting is 
populated by young, single and active students, it may tolerate codes of conduct that 
n 
regard some sexually oriented behaviors like requesting dates as normal than 
harassing. 
The dominant approach also shows that sexual harassment always triggers 
,various degrees ofpsychological response from the sufferers. There is a continuum of 
possible responses to sexual harassment, ranging from submissive responses (e.g., to 
avoid the harasser) to assertive actions (e.g., to sue the harasser) (Baker 1990). 
Moreover, the victims of sexual harassment may suffer from different degrees of 
emotional distress, including anger, fear, depression, and humiliation (Gutek 1985, 
Loy and Stewart 1984). In short, in the past two decades, a behavorai sociology or 
* psychology of sexual harassment has been well-established. 
6 
Positivist Orientation in Mainstream Research 
It may be unfair to say that mainstream attitude and belief research about 
.sexual harassment are totally uncritical of positivism. Most studies do recognize, for 
example, the perceptual contestability of sexual harassment, and regard it as a worthy 
focus of inquiry in itself (Popovich et a l 1992，Remland 1992, Bursik 1992, Jaschik 
et al. 1991 ). They also are conscious of the possible impact that differential 
perceptions of sexual harassment could have on results. Yet, as the list of classical 
work shows, positivism is still the dominant paradigm for sexual harassment opinion, 
research. Most studies still tend to regard its epistemology and methodology logically 
n 
analogue to natural science. First, they often ask respondents to rate from a list of 
categories which ones are more likely to constitute sexual harassment, with their 
meanings fixed by the researcher beforehand. Second, they are particularly interested 
in treating people's views as an independent or dependent variable, and then identify, 
verify or falsify the functional relationship (e.g., linear, curvilinear, unilateral, or 
*bilateral) between people's views and subject/contextual variables. Third, they often 
break up the people's views into separate components, and then stitch the views 
again.io Put specifically, they approach people's views in terms of such external, 
compartmentalized correlates as age, sex, gender, organizational norms, status 
differential, power structure, physical attractiveness and socialization influences. 
Third, they tend to be objectivist-empiricist. The basic building block of knowledge is 
sense data obtained through certain techniques like survey and experimentation. The 
10 This is a paraphrase ofBrown's critique ofRmethodology such as survey research, see Brown 
(1980). 
7 
sense data are claimed to be produced, organized and interpreted detachedly, free 
from the researcher's subject standpoints. 
Evaluation of the Dominant Research Paradigm 
The dominant paradigm can more or less advance our knowledge about sexual 
harassment. The focus on the behavioral and psychological dimensions of sexual 
harassment might provide detailed categorizations of the demographic characteristics ^ 
and emotional consequences of sexual harassment. It also informs us of the severity 
and prevalence of the behavior in question. The positivist approach might widen our 
understanding of the relationships between people's views and various variables. It 
can facilitate causal generalizations, predictions and some stable measurement criteria 
or commonly- shared categories, and thus accumulate an information base. In short, 
.the knowledge can facilitate more effective therapeutic treatments of victims, and 
more operative policies against the problem. 
Yet, the limitations of the paradigm should not be neglected. It tends to 
dichotomize a person's verbal production and experience as two different things 
« 
existed independently. People's verbal production is treated as just a transparent 
instrument for the expression of thought over what is viewed. Sexual harassment is 
mainly seen as a "behavior" or a physical, extralinguistic activity a harasser initiates 
8 
or a victim experiences. Li this sense, a person's verbal production is about sexual 
harassment; it is merely a passive description of what happened. This view, however, 
neglects the discursive nature of sexual harassment. It neglects how the meaning of a 
behavior is produced, reproduced and transformed within discourses. A person's 
« 
verbal production is not just descriptive but also simutaneously constitutive of the 
reality. A sexual harassment event is not something out there, something non-
discursive or prediscursive. It instead is fundamentally and ineluctably produced in 
verbal practices like gossip, jokes, testimonies, narrations, questioning, accusations, 
quarrels and so forth. 
n 
On the other hand, the positivist approach seems to overlook the fact that 
social relations are produced and reproduced in discourses, in and through which 
desires, beliefs，events (processes and situations) and identities are mediated and re-
presented. Such attributes as “elder，，，"powerful" or "high-status" are not merely 
,created by the persons who have them (whether the person is the sovereign meaning 
interpreter is another matter), but also inevitably delimited and defined by some 
discourses available in a speech community (Shapiro 1981 and 1992). The discourses 
lend meanings and values to those attributes in relation to others, and simutaneously 
presuppose a kind of relationship. Designating somebody as elder, powerful or high-
status is not just a representation of part of the age spectrum or hierarchy, but 
prescribes some action-prone role categories whose contents can be only fuliy 
understood in discourses. The relationship production between attribute and 
9 
discursivity has been overshadowed by the emphasis on identifying the non-
discursive functionalist linkages. 
t 
In a way, the neglect of the discursive nature of people's interpretation is 
basically due to the constraint of the "centre"/margins hierarchy established by the 
dominant research paradigm. Centre/margins is the totality of a sphere. The 
centre/margins hierarchy can be understood as a practice which devalues margins as 
something subsumed under the centre. The centre has “a real, undeniable power” to % 
define "the tacit standards from which specific others can then be declared to deviate" 
(Ferguson 1990:9).The centre hierarchizes discourse production and circulation. It 
defines the conditions for the application of certain concepts. It determines the 
agenda-setting. It delimits secured arenas of research. It also establishes the 
authoritative or advantaged position of certain production techniques or norms for 
,theorizing. 
In sexual harassment studies, the centre has been characterized by the 
scientistic bias endemic to the mainstream approach. The bias is characterized by the 
ideology of positivism whose components include empiricism, objectivism, the fact-
value dichotomy and the quest for causal generalization. According to the bias, what 
deserve to be given the highest priority for study are those within the realm of 
scientific methods. And the most "scientific" (certain, objective, reliable and thus 
10 
useful) knowledge is regularity and causality which can be discovered only by 
.- positivist science. As such, the emphasis on the behavioral approach by the 
mainstream is not a happen-so, but necessarily so because it coincides with 
positivism. In other words, the two features reinforce and legitimize each other. Little 
has been done about the discursivity of people's attitudes and beliefs, as it involves 
discourses and values, which are beyond the reach of positivism or "scientific" 
methods. 
The centre/margins hierarchy exists not just within the sexual harassment 
.， 
study, but also between the whole sexual harassment research and political science ~ 
sexual harassment as the politically marginal. 
Sexual Harassment as Political Marginality 
> 
Sexual harassment research seems not to be quite appropriate to political 
science. Sexual harassment has been regarded as a "private" issue of interpersonal 
conflicts over sexuality, whereas political science has primarily focused on state 
institutions and social interaction in the public realm. Sexual harassment scholarship 
has been more prevalent in journals of psychology, education, sociology, 
communication, and feminists studies than that of political science. Locating the 
matter in a broader institutional context may be more illuminative. 
11 
• •,. 
, - I n the United States, sexism has been operating at the margins of the whole 
political order. The phenomenon has been paralleled by the exclusion of sexism from 
. t h e mainstream (or male-stream) of political science(Hopkins, 1993)." So far, only 
one study about sexual harassment has been published in a respectable mainstream 
political science joumal (Thomas et al. 1993). In Hong Kong, the marginalization is 
much worse.i2 Local sexual harassment literature is very thin/^ and none is about the 
relationship between sexual harassment and politics. Such topics as sexuality, gender, 
women and sexual harassment are considered more respectable in history, literature, 
education, psychology, sociology or anthropology than in political science. There are % 
two universities having political science departments in Hong Kong, but each 
department has only one course touching on gender, with one being situated in the 
Third World context. Like the United States, politics in the mainstream political 
science has been predominantly conceptualized as public interest aggregation, 
authoritative value allocation and political participation, as shown in the established 
»pedagogy. In short, sexual harassment probably can have truck with political science, 
but should be around the edge of the whole. 
11 The marginalization, Hopkins argues, has been structured by the gender inequality in political , 
science, and in academe more generally. 
12 It is as yet too early to say that the marginalization in Hong Kong has been structured by gender 
inequality, as in the United States, though the professorate in political science are overwhelmingly occupied 
by males. Comprehensive empirical research is also needed to see how the traditional Chinese patriarchy 
projects into the academe. 
13 So far, strictly speaking, only two academic works on sexual harassment in Hong Kong have been 
published. They are Dolecheck (1984) and Choi, et al. (1993). 
12 
The dominant conceptualizations of politics has predetermined the realm of 
. the -political, with something or somebody kept silent by the public/private or 
state/society dichotomy. Sexual harassment claim as a feminist invention is seen as 
something about the sexual and emotional. It thus can be left only to private decision, 
« 
not something resolvable in the public realm. The consequences of the hierarchy is 
that sexual harassment receives insufficient attention from political scientists. Hence 
the low priority of sexual harassment in research agenda in political science. Political 
science as currently practiced is reinforced by, and helps legitimize, the status quo --
the underdevelopment of sexual politics and the dilution of the political-ness of 
issues about sexism. As such, political science can hardly stretch its capacity to 
n 
improve the political order, to uncover meaningful political settlements of inequities 
and social needs. Rather, it may easily deteriorate into a disciplinary mechanism 
which engenders a hierarchy of knowledge through control, exclusion and 
redistribution in an inequitable yet "legitimate" manner. 
» 
Research Significance 
Restructuring the Centre/Margins Divide 
Problematizing the centre/margins hierarchy is not to deny the reality of 
centre/margins. The divide is inevitable; nothing and nobody can enable everything to 
flower in the same garden. But this does not mean we should say nothing at all about 
the institutional subjugation of the "margins" to "the centre". The point is not to 
13 
struggle against the divide, but against the hierarchy "the Centre" tends to engender 
vis-a-vis the margins^^ -- the marginalization of sexual harassment research in 
mainstream political science and the marginalization of non-positivist study in 
mainstream sexual harassment research. 
The centre/margins divide often has been constructed as a distinction in 
hierarchical nature.^^ This view neglects the fact that the existence of a whole is 
impossible without both centre and margins. While the wholeness does not 
necessarily require an equal power distribution between the two, it implies that the ^ 
margins are as irreducible as the centre. It is the irreducibility that makes the margins 
irreplacable, and it is this irreplacable position which offers a particular way of seeing 
reality and thus makes innovation more likely (Dogan and Pahre, 1990). Borrowing 
bell hooks' insight (hook, 1990:341)， 
To be in the margin is to be part of the whole but outside the main body. Living as we did --
' on the edge -- we developed a particular way of seeing reality. We looked both f rom the 
outside in and f rom the inside out. We focused our attention on the center as well as on the 
margin. We understood both. 
Dogan and Pahre and hook may be romanticizing the margins. Making 
innovation is always easier said than done. Also difficult is understanding "both"; it 
“ T h e struggle, however, does not involve the abolition ofthe whole discipline, thus legitimizing the 
Foucaultian anarchism. This is neither possible nor desirable. Nor should we adopt the strategy of 
, deconstructing the discipline through an indefinite reversing of the centre and the margins, as what Derrida 
• would suggest, ][ndefmite reversion cannot undo the hierarchy. What we should do，indeed, is to problematize 
the hierarchy ofthe Centre/margins divide, i.e., to preserve the divide within the practices ofjustice. 
15 It can be an overt repression, like the colonizer and the colonized, superiority and inferiority, 
,^ domination and subordination. More often，perhaps, its hierarchical natire is hided in a narrative around 
binary oppositions, like good and evil, inside and outside, coherence and deviance, solidarity and alienation, 
rationality and irrationality. The hierarchy is sustained by devaluing the second terms as something 
subsumed under the fu:st. Accordingly, sexual harassment may be seen less political than, say, election. 
14 
16 even may not be a comfort. Yet, as the first step, we should at least understand the 
centre should not be privileged and the margins depreciated. Centre and margins are 
better seen as two intermingled but distinctive, irreducible spaces in a common 
whole. For the sake of academic progress, their relationship should not be hierarchical 
but reciprocal. 
This study is constructed “in the margins"."In the margins" means the study 
attempts to constitute an "alternative" identity of sexual harassment research, 
different from the mainstream. It aims not to identify, verify or falsify the functional 
«1 
relationships between people's views and various demographic, psychological 
variables through survey or experimentation. It is not going to develop causal 
generalizations or predict how sexual harassment could happen across situations. Nor 
does it focus on people's comment on policies against sexual harassment. The study 
attempts to unfold, using a holistic, gestaltist and interpretive methodology, the 
» 
16 As a male researcher on sexual harassment, I may deserve a say in how looking both "from the 
outside in and from the inside out" is difficult as well as risky. First, "1" may be easily read as just a man. 
Men must be men and women must be women, as Mgaray's (1988) philosophy ofthe feminine implies. I 
may be unable to overcome, and even fail to be conscious of，certain deep-seated prejudices against sexual 
harassment whose problematic is historically 'Voman". Second, sexual harassment study has been the central 
location for women at the margins to produce counter hegemonic discourses against the masculine politics at 
the Centre. As one ofthe handful ofmales who conduct such study, I can be putatively branded as an alien, 
intruder or even conspirator. I may willy-nilly undermine women's voices, thus strengthening the discourses 
of male-dominance (more pessimistically, my wony ofbeing misread may be dismissed as an implicit 
discrimination againstwomen's ethic and intelligence). These polemics can be confronted by two points. 
First, no one is simply a man, and one is not always a man in the same degree. Any attempt to homogenize 
categories ofidentity is methodologically flawed and essentializing. Second，even though I am. basically a 
male (a member ofthe dominant social group), even though I never can act with a disembodied self (Sandel 
1981)，my subjectivity can still afford a standpoint epistemology as well as maximize the "strong objectivity" 
(Harding 1993). Standpoint epistemology implies there is no view from no where; what is important is where 
we start thinking from. I can leam to start thought from the marginalized groups' lives other than my own, 
and generate a fair, honest account. This way of thinJdng is a good educational process. As Harding (1993) 
said, "if one starts from the activities of those who are necessarily disadvantaged in a particuak kind of social 
one can come to understand objectively existing features of it that are much, harder to detect when one starts 
thought from the activities ofthose who benefit most." 
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political relations arise in people's discourses concerning sexual harassment on 
campus. People's discourses deserve to be examined, not in terms of external 
correlates, but phenomenologically and for the sake of itself. 
Discursive Approach: A Micro-Macro Link 
Discourse serves the key function of making agency/structure or 
subjecty'outside world symbolically reproduce each other. A social order or structure 
affirms and reproduces itself through agent's incessant practices; an agent make 
n 
possible his/her subject positioning or capacity to act only through taking on certain 
specific discourses available in a society. In other words, discourses insinuates social 
structure into agents' subjectivities; agents' discursively sedimented practices 
construct the structures (Gidden 1984, Scott 1992，Bingham ed. 1994). Discourse 
analysis thus can show us how the meaning construction straddles both subjectivity 
and social order. As Ring(1994) in analysing gendered discourses on sexual 
» 
harassment said, 
Discourse analysis demonstrates how cultural meaning lies neither inside the subjects, nor 
out there in the world，but rather, transcends the duality, thereby enabling cultural categories to 
be part of our subjective experience，while remaining in the realm of contestable truth.(163) 
Studying discourse patterns can elucidate how students and faculty staff take 
« 
on available discourses to make sense of sexual harassment, how sexual harassment 
assumes a variety of different and competing meanings, and how sexual harassment is 
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normalized and challenged. It can help to locate consensus and conflicts as well as 
identify the dominant or antagonistic discourses. It also helps to illuminate what 
political relationship among people renders sexual harassment possible or conducts to 
the decrease of the problem. Above all it is essential to craft a more operative and » 
comprehensive policy against sexual harassment. 
The methodological issue thus is one of identifying the discourse patterns in 
people's attitudes and beliefs concerning a contestable issue in all of its rich 
complexity, of examining the points of consensus and conflicts that are at issue, and 
« 
to reveal the political relations prescribed by the discourses. Q methodology is used in 
combination with discourse analysis. These two methods are unconventional and not 
used in mainstream sexual harassment research, but as argued in Chapter III their 
logic of inquiry is more appropriate to meet our concerns. 
» 
Organization of the Thesis 
The principle of the centre/margins reciprocity is implicated in this research. 
At the centre are public opinion and discourse analysis, with one being a main 
concern of political science and the other a respectable qualitative research paradigm. 
At the margins are sexu'al harassment, Q methodology and Hong Kong. Sexual 
harassment has been ghettoized as esoteric subject matter in political science, and Q is 
an unconventional methodology either in political science or specifically in sexual 
17 
harassment research. Regarding the context，unlike the United States, Hong Kong as a 
.- Chinese society is not a place where sex and sexuality is politicized. 
The study proceeds in the following way. Chapter II first deals with the 
tp^ framework ofthe politics of interpretation, and then engages it to highlight the 
political meanings embedded in discourses on sexual harassment. Chapter III argues 
that combining Q methodology and discourse analysis helps overcome the 
deficiencies of conventional surveys on sexual harassment. While Q can manifest the 
discourse patterns in people's interpretation, discourse analysis can unfold the 
political meanings underlying the patterns. The Q views will be presented in Chapter 
n 
\ : 
] IV, while the discourse analysis will be developed in Chj^ter V. In the Concluding 





POLITICS, DISCOURSE AND SEXUAL HARASSMENT 
This chapter is divided into three parts. Part one draws on ideas from 
postmodernists, feminists and political theories to put forward an alternative notion of 
politics, along with a critical sketch of the mainstream conceptions of politics. The 
point is not to eliminate the mainstream conceptions, but to highlight the relevance of 
* 
the alternative notion to the study of sexual harassment. In part two, the notion is used 
to bring the political effect of discourse to the foreground. Part three engages the 
politics of interpretation to explicate the discursive nature of sexual harassment. The 
key argument is that the post-modernist notion of politics is more powerful than the 
dominant ones in excavating the political sediments in interpreting sexual harassment. 
» 
An Alternative Conception of Politics 
Politics is "an unavoidable fact ofhuman existence"(Dahl 1991:1). The fact is 
palpable. But the palpable is seldom easy to understand. So far, there is no universally 
agreed-upon definition of politics. Politics has been treated by some scholars as an 
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16 “essentially contestable concept" ( Connolly 1984). This study is not going to 
follow the mainstream political science to narrowly conceptualize politics under the 
rubric of the public/private dichotomy or the state/society antithesis. Politics does not 
solely refer to actions or choices of individuals and organizations in their roles as 
« 
constitutents of the public realm. It also does not solely mean the activities of the state 
18 
apparatus or the authoritative valm allocation system. Nor does politics solely 
emanate from “the sovereign" in a top-down fashion.^^ These conceptions have been 




Here, the concept of politics based on Shapiro (1981) is preferred. Shapiro 
interprets politics as discursive processes which “involves sanctioned individual and 
collective control over valued experience" (211). The conception is Foucaultian with 
three main features. First, interpreting politics as discursive processes implies that the 
nature of power manifested in the control allocation is not centralized or imposed 
» 
from the top down, but local, everywhere and in everyone (Fraser 1989; Ball 1988; 
Dreyfus and Rabinow 1982). 
口 It is essentially contestable because politics is a concept that intrinsically provokes contestability 
over its appropriate application, and the common resources ofreason and evidence currently available are 
insufficient to resolve the contestability definitively (Connolly 1984). 
• 
18 See, for example, Easton (1966). 
又9 Marx, for example, regards politics as the state and its law, see Mackinnon (1989). 
20 Some scholars prefer to conceptualize politics in terms ofhow it functions rather than its scope or 
domain. For example, politics is defined as a struggle for power (Lasswell) or the process ofinterest 
accomodation (Crick 1962). These conceptions are broad but partial; they fail to explain the complexity of 
political phenomenon. 
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,;�. Second, the conception implies that no political subject is prediscursive or 
non-discursive. This claim does not mean the death of the unitary subject only. It does 
not mean to be a subject is necessarily to be subjected to the reign of discourses as a 
“docile body，，（McNay 1994, Bell 1993). It rather means a repudiation of its 
( 
construction as “a pregiven or foundationalist premise" (Butler 1992: 9). Indeed, the 
power of discourse can be constitutive of freedom. "Power is exercised only over free 
subjects, and only insofar as they are free" (Foucault 1986:221). “Faced with a 
relationship of power, a whole field of responses, reactions, results, and possible 
interventions may open up". "At the heart of the power relationship", then, “are the 
recalcitrance o f the will and the intransigence of freedom" (Foucault 1986:221). The 
« 
subject in discourse, in this sense, is a potentially active agent "with the capacity to 
autonomously fashion [its] own existences" (McNay 1994:7). . 
Third, the conception implies that subjectivity is the key component of the 
political world. Subjectivity is an account of the human agent. It is constructed in and 
through discourse. Phenomenologically, discourse and subjectivity are not antinomic 
21 • 
or mutually exclusive but recursively inextricable. Agents manifest their 
subjectivity through active exercise of control over experience. They simutaneously 
position themselves as well as affrnn their wholeness and meaning of exercise, with 
competing discourses, rather than merely being “position by" them (Kerfoot and 
Knights 1994； Scott 1992). Conceptualizing subjectivity as a discursive effect is not 
21 The relationship between power, discourse and subjectivity has been a hot topic among among 
contemporary French philosophers like Althusser, Lacan, Foucault, Derrida, Mgaray and Kristeva. For a 
detailed account ofthe encounters between their theories, see Grosz in Gunew, ed. (1990). 
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unquestionable. It risks creating the hegemony of a singular/meta category ~ 
discourse, and tends to neglect, deny or obscure the various, potential functions of a 
subject's psychic-somatic processes (Flax 1993). Nevertheless, it is more reasonable, 
at least empirically, to regard subjectivity as potentially fluid, contextual as well as 
multiple, rather than fixed, atemporal and unitary. 
On the whole, the conception implies that politics does not situate in or 
emanate from the state, the “sovereign”. Nor does it presuppose a collapse of the state 
into society. Politics instead circulates everywhere through the production and % 
proliferation of discourses. The conception thus actively banishes the private/public 
dichotomy, as well as undoes the state-centered or “top-down，，notion of politics. It 
echos what Foucault calls a "politics of everyday life". It also resonates with the 
^ feminist s l o ^ n "the personal is the political". The private or personal and the public 
or political are no longer separate from and irrelevant to each other (Pateman 1989, 
,Pateman and Shanley 1994). They are even displaced becausdf the fabric of the 
public is woven of the private, the definition of the private is loaded with a public 
potential (Spivak 1991). 
Yet, it seems that, in Shapiro's interpretation, the notion of "sanctioned 
control" overshadows the contestable nature of the political processes. He focuses on 
the "control" aspect but underexplores the “process，，dimension. It is indeed difficult 
to explain the necessity of the control being “sanctioned，，if the exercise of control is 
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not seen as struggles for influence among contending forces within what Connolly 
(1983) says "the sphere of the unsettled". The sphere is a field characterized by 
different and contending interpretations of unsettled dimensions of the common life. 
“Unsettled，，does not mean that no collectively binding decisions can be made, but 
implies that the issues involved are difficult to solve definitely. Laclau and Mouffe 
(1985) go further, arguing that politics only takes place through the contradictory 
tension between fixity and contingency, i.e., the antagonisms between different forces 
over the "provisional" and “partial，，fix of social meaning. 
« 
Fundamentally, politics as the sphere of the unsettled implies that our political 
life is characterized by the active engagement of agency and its subjectivity in the 
negotiation and contestation of the meanings of our common life. These features are 
constituted by distinctive partisan values (some are dominant, legitimate or right and 
some are not) that in effect legitimize different forms of sanctioned control. As 
.Foucault(1980:189) said, 
the political is not something which determines in the last analysis (or over-determines) 
relations that are elementary and by nature "neutral"....every power relation makes a 
reference, as its effect but also as its condition of possibility, to a political field of which it 
forms a part. 
To be sure, this interpretation of politics is not exempted from criticism. Yet it 
represents a "new schema of politicization" (Foucault 1980). It provides a framework 
for us to ask politics questions which have been repressed by its mainstream 
23 
(Rabinow 1984). Specifically, it alerts us to see discourse and sexual harassment as 
relevant to political concern. 
< 
The Politics ofDiscourse 
Discourse can be understood as an institutionalized framework of meaning-
22 
making in a shared speech community. It is not simply a set of linguistic 
competence by which interpreters textualize something, i.e., to assimilate what are 
being interpreted into a text, an intelligible whole. Nor is its actualization just a verbal 
« 
production. Discourse is more than "things said" (Hennessy 1993, McNay 1992). “To 
speak is to do something -- something other than to express what one thinks, to 
translate what one knows"(Foucault 1972:209). Discourse is a social practice per se， 
which “implies the play of true and false, the acceptance or refusal of rules, the 
relation of oneself to to others"(Foucault 1986:335, Hennessy 1993, Fairclough 
1996). Discourse, Foucault (1972:49) points out, 
systematically form the object of which they speak. Of course discourses are composed of 
signs; but what they do is more than use these signs to designate things. It is this more that 
renders them irreducible to the language OL^angue) and to speech. It is this ‘more’ that we 
must reveal and describe. 
22 Despite the consensus over the political function ofdiscourse, various wordings have been used by different 
scholars to designate what discourse means. Simply put, discourse has been designated as a "background" 
(AUcer and Sylvan 1986)，a "shared set ofcapabilities" (Dryzek 1988) or a "system ofmeaning" (Howarth 
1995). These wordings, however, may not be the most appropriate ones. AUcer and Sylvan's term may fail to 
highlight the "active" meaning-conferring capabilities of discourse. Dryzek's term may be wrongly 
interpreted as purely textual and linguistic. Howarth's term may be seen as emphasing the preeminence of 
the whole over its parts. 
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What is more for discourse is its capacity for acting, which “penetrates，，and helps 
(re)order modes of conduct and social life. As Shapiro (1981:144) said, 
Persons do not simply express their individual thoughts in words; they enter the flow of 
. language and particular discursive practices which contain preconceived ways of thinking 
that are predicated on rules with a content, a content involves modes of interpersonal 
relations.23 
The capacity for acting is made possible through the deployment of control status to 
various kinds of individuals resulted from textualization. In Alker and Sylvan's 
(1986:7) words, 
� Indeed，we can say that as verbal productions are textualized, individuals are assigned 
certain degrees of agency For participants in a given discourse, the degree of agency 
(ranging from a subject at the high end to an object at the low end) is，given the 
unremarkable and ubiquitious qualities of the textualization process, quite natural; the 
participant will act on the basis of that natural state of affairs. Hence, we can say that 
discourse makes it possible for individuals to be constituted as particular types of subjects 
or objects. 
Discourse thus constructs meanings of experiences through textuaiizatioii, 
which, in effect, produces subjecty'object positionings -- the ordering of interpersonal 
power relations. Specifically put, the textualization includes the following political 
processes: the production and recognition of an ontology (a set of entitites), the 
assignment of degrees of agency to those entities, the recognition and denial of the 
agents' motives, and the production of natural and unnatural political relationships 
(Dryzek 1990). For example, the conception of politics used in this study represents a 
« 
particular discourse content: the recognizable entities are constituted by individuals 
23 This view, indeed, is grounded on the reconciliation of some insights on language offered by different 
schools ofthought, including Wittgenstein's "form of life", Foucault's "discursive practice" and the tradition 
ofhermeneutics. 
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and the people, these entities are basically granted potential autonomous subjects with 
a motivation of discursive rationality; no hierarchies should be entrenched among 
individuals and people. On the whole, the conception presupposes that individuals 
and the people are participants who have the potential to interplay with their 
« 
surrounding circumstances, to construct and contest meanings，values and political 
relationships. 
Fundamentally, to interpret is to select, ratify and employ a discourse, among 
a range of alternatives in a given society, by which one allocates control over valued % 
experience. In the process，one concomitantly exercises power in positioning or 
locating oneself, as well as affirms one's wholeness and meaning of existence in 
relation to others within competing discourses. Hence the rise of a particular type of 
interpersonal power relation amid the making sense of an experience. 
» 
In short, discourse provides guidepost for understanding as well as acting. 
Discourse is not necessarily translated into action, but any meaningful action is 
grounded on discourse. Thus discourse is not simply a background of comprehension. 
It also prescribes action as well as interpersonal relations. In what follows, this 
framework shall be used to illuminate how politics can be unfolded in the 
interpretation of sexual harassment. 
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"Politicizing" Sexual Harassment 
In the past, sexual harassment on campus was “a fact of life that many 
educators learn to ignore, and in their silence, accept” (Dziech and Weiner 1984:1). 
t 
The silence was sustained by the lack of discourse on sexual harassment. As 
MacKinnon (1987:105-6) said, 
there was time when the facts that amount to sexual harassment did not amount to sexual 
harassment...The facts amounting to the harni did not socially "exist", had no shape, no 
cognitive coherence; far less did they state a legal claim. Itjust happened to you. 
It is the discourse, constructed by feminists in the late 1970s (Farley 1978)， 
which renders possible the social existence of sexual harassment. Now, sexual 
harassment as an abstract idea has never been more problematized on campus. People 
can have a discourse, a legitimate forum, to name and ratify some illegitimate sexual 
activities as well as to “verbalize” their concerns or sufferings. To name and verbalize 
sexual harassment, indeed, is to contest some (probably hegemonic) discursive 
*practices that have been sustaining sexual discrimination and exploitation.Yet, this is 
not the end of the story, and the story is by no means so simple. Not so simple 
because how to interpret (i.e., how to “name，，something as sexual harassment) and 
confront the problematics it entails is always contestable. It is in this sense that the 
issue of sexual harassment is inherentpoliticaL 
« 
Sexual harassment is a concept with regulative power. It is always a site of 
negotiation and contestation. This does not mean that, normatively, it lacks 
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commonly or even universally acceptable standards or criteria of judgement. These 
common criteria, however, do not suffice to settle these contests.^^ For instance, what 
one person consider to be an incident of sexual harassment may be dismissed by 
another (Popovich et aL 1992, Fitzgerald et al. 1988). In sexual harassment < 
complaints, as Long (1994:15)said, the complainant and the offender "often agree 
about what happened, but disagree about what it means". What is always at issue, 
thus, is the meaning-making in sexual harassment. Sexual harassment at least involves 
four levels of meaning-making. First, it implies some actions can be regarded as 
sexual and others non-sexual; second, it implies some actions can be regarded as 
harassing and others non-harassing; third, it implies some sexual-oriented actions are 
考 
harassing and others non-harassing; fourth, it implies some actions must be done by 
an appropriate person and the person subject to those actions must also be 
appropriate. These four levels of meaning, furthermore, are embraced to the extent 
that they are closely tied to, if not inseparable from, a person's habitus and social 
position (Boudieu 1992) or his/her "interpretive community" (Fish 1980). As such, 
,sexual harassment is not just a matter of intention. Intention provides just part of the 
context that renders an action meaningful. Nor can sexual harassment be simply 
understood as a state of affairs that can be illuminated by fact. The same fact can be 
used to constitute quite different standpoints. By definition, sexual harassment in 
itself has interpretive elements, which cannot be anchored in certainty beyond 
negotiation and contestation. 
« 
24 This view is exactly a paraphrase of Connolly's discussion about "the essentially contestable 
concept". See Connolly (1984). 
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Setting the stage wider, what can be interpretively contested is not only the 
concept of sexual harassment itself but also any issues surrounding sexual harassment. 
The disputants may share the view that sexual harassment is normatively < 
reprehensible, but dispute whether it should be tolerated. They may agree sexual 
harassment is intolerable, but contest its nature. They may accept what sexual 
harassment is in nature, but dispute what constitutes it. They may concur on what 
constitutes sexual harassment but dispute the extent to which the concept should be 
applicable to daily life. Still, they may agree upon the extent of applicability, but 
dispute how to solve or manage the problem. 
考 
As such, contending discourses on sexual harassment reveal a politics of 
inclusiony^exclusion. To interpret is to include one thing and exclude another from 
what is available. To identify something as sexual harassment, or to regard and to 
deal with sexual harassment in any way, is to select a distinctive partisan 
» 
interpretation that is available in a speech community. The selection in effect implies 
a specific type of authority and responsibility relationship that includes something as 
well as excludes other things through a legitimization of some kind of social control 
among a range of alternatives. Any interpretation of sexual harassment thus prescribes 
a political order among individuals or social groups ~ the subject/object formation 
and positioning and the legitimization of the relationship. It prescribes a set of entities 
in the sexual harassment issue (e.g., individuals, genders). It construes the subject 
(e.g., males) and the object (e.g., females who are exploited by males). It delimits and 
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defines the content of the categories of cultprit and victim. It recognizes and denies ‘ ’， _ 
some motives behind subjects and objects with agency (e.g., reproduction, freedom, 
equality). It embodies a construction of political relatonships between individuals or 
people (e.g., domination, resistance, harmony). It presupposes what types of 
« 
institutions or what kinds of control agencies are selected. From a university 
decisionmaker's viewpoint, interpreting sexual harassment also involves decisions on 
how to set the agenda or allocate resources, and who has the right to enforce moral 
viewpoints on campus. 
' The politics of interpreting sexual harassment should be more amorphous in 
the context of Hong Kong. To many Hong Kong Chinese, sexual harassment is a 
familiar yet unfamiliar concept. On the one hand, in recent years, sexual harassment 
25 
has become topical rather than "hush-hush", either in academia or in the society. 
Stories about it have often been played up or commercially eroticized by press and 
film media. The government has passed the Sex Discrimination Ordinance in June 
> 
1995，which covers sexual harassment. Moreover，of the six universities, two are 
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drafting sexual harassment policy guidelines, and two have set policies. On the 
other hand, unlike many westem countries, there is no court case on sexual 
harassment on campus in Hong Kong yet. The role, whether educational or 
repressive, the court can play in sculpting the concept of sexual harassment in public 
1 251 borrow the expression "hush-hush" from Dolecheck (1984) whose study on sexual harassment is j^omeering 
in Hong Kong. 
26 The University ofHong Kong and the City University of Hong Kong are drafting sexual harassment policies. 
The Hong Kong University of Science and Technology and the Chinese University ofHong Kong have set 
policies already. 
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disQOurse is still limited. More importantly，the Chinese expression of sexual 
harassment, though widely accepted and circulated for several years, is still alien to 
many people. Either in Cantonese slang or more generally in the Chinese language, 
there was no such concept of "sexual harassment". Nor do we have a concept 
( 
corresponding to "sexual harassment" in English. People can only use expressions, 
whose meanings are identifiable with the English expressions like "rape", 
"molestation", "copping a feel，，，"feeling somebody up”，to describe and illegitimatize 
some sexual activities. These expressions, obviously, can easily falsify the character 
of some forms of sexual harassment. In short, where this concept should be “situated，， 
in the field of meanings in our discourse is still an open question. 
^ 
What this study attempts, then, is first to capture, from a wholistic perspective, 
the discourse patterns underpinning the people's interpretation over the amorphous 
sexual harassment issue, and second, to locate the political meanings of discourse 
elements constitutive of the patterns. Given limited resources, the study focuses on 
» 
university campuses only, but this is sufficient to make the analysis meaningful, 
interesting and significant To fullfil these tasks, suitable methodologies are essential. 
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CHATERm 
Q METHODOLOGY AND DISCOURSE ANALYSIS 
Why Q methodology and discourse analysis? Why the combination of these 
two methods? The argument is that, ontologically and epistemologically, both Q 
methodology and discourse analysis are politically potent and complementary. 
Combining the two can maximize their capacities to reconstruct the politics unfolded 
* 
in discourses on sexual harassment. The elaboration on the argument is divided into 
two parts. Part one argues that survey as the dominant research technique on attitudes 
and beliefs regarding sexual harassment has been retarded by some methodological 
problems in answering our concern. Part two explicates how the logic of inquiry 
embedded in Q methodology and discourse analysis is appropriate to facilitate the 
knowledge production about the politics of interpretation. Part three is a report of the 
research design. 
Method and Politics 
Method'and politics are always recursively inextricable. Method is not simply 
^^ ^^ 3 a technique. Nor is it ne(^ally detached from the knowledge it produces. Method is 
an organization of knowledge production and it is politically potent. Politically potent 
32 
means every method inherently invokes, and is rationalized by, certain human values 
which transcendentally delimit and define the content of possible knowledge that can 
be derived from(Habermas 1972，Taylor 1985). Choosing methods, therefore is 
/^  
always a political practice. Political because it inevitably involves a legitimation (and 
denial) of certain values underpinning certain procedural control over knowledge 
production (Fay 1987，Mackinnon 1989，Habermas 1972). A method is viable to the 
extent that it is appropriate for studying the subject matter under consideration. The 
app^priateness lies in whether its political potency can facilitate the production and 
understanding of knowledge. Specifically, two conditions must be met. First, the 
ontology the method promotes should be illuminative of the phenomenon under 
study. Second, the epistemological assumptions of the procedural control of the 
method should help make sense of the phenomenon as truthful and fruitful as 
possible. What methods, then, are viable to our study? 
Survey research has been predominantly used in studies on people's views 
» 
about sexual harassment. Yet its flaws are obvious. While survey research essentially 
relies on relatively large numbers of samples for empirical validity and generalization 
(this is perhaps the strongest merit of survey studies), much past work was retarded 
by limited or modest response rates (Till 1980, Reilly et al. 1986, Mazer and Percival 
1989，Rubin and Borgers 1990, Frazier et al. 1995, Arvey and Cavanaugh 1995). The 
problem therefore "make(s) it difficult to assess how representative respondents are of 
their populations' experiences and attitudes"(Mazer and Percival 1989). A more 
serious handicap is that while sexual harassment is closely related to personal 
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preferences, beliefs and values, survey research is a scientific tool for studying 
external trait correlation (Brown 1980). The validity of using objective traits to infer 
subjective preferences and values is thus questionable. 
t 
The most serious handicap, perhaps, is derived from the ontological and 
epistemological assumptions underlying survey research. Ontologically, as Dryzek 
(1990) and Kitzinger (1986) argue, the status of survey participants are objects rather 
than subjects, who can only passively react to the questions under the total control of 
the disinterested (and thus superior) researcher; they indeed have no real chances of 
actiVely constructing their views. Epistemologicaily, it is questionable whether the 
respondents can freely react. In survey, the so-called opinion basically is just quick 
responses that are available to the respondents' immediate consciousness. The 
respondents seldom have a chance to deliberate as well as have their views truthfully 
treated. Their views are always compartmentalized as to whether they flt the answers 
(the choices of categories) based on the researcher's vision of the world (Kitzinger 
» 
1986). The respondent's views are thus vulnerable to systematic distortion endemic in 
rigid and arbitrary categories derived from what Derrida (1982) coins "categoriality". 
Moreover, valuing programmed categorization is hardly able to grasp the politics 
arised from the flux of discourses. It is blind to how discourse positions 
subjects/objects and structures their power relationships. Given the inherent 
drawbacks of survey research, this study follows Dryzek and Berejikian (1993) to use 
an unconventional approach, the combination of Q Methodology and discourse 
analysis, with some modifications. 
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Combining Q Methodology and Discourse Analysis 
Combining Q methodology and discourse analysis may provide a possibility 
of overcoming the deficiencies of survey research as well as fullfllling our 
t 
methodological consideration. Q methodology, initiated by psychologist William 
() Stephenson in 1935，represents one of the earliest reactions against the behavioralist-� 
positivist science tradition in the United States. It is "the most fully-developed 
paradigm" for the scientific study of human subjectivity (Dryzek and Berejikian 
1993:50). It aims at enabling research subjects to model their viewpoints as they 
make sense of a particular subject matter (Brown 1980). In Q study, research subjects 
* 
Q sort opinion statements drawn from a concourse. A concourse means "a running 
together" of opinion statements or ideas on a speciflc subject. Q sort is a systematic 
rank-ordering of opinion statements along the continuum from positive feeling to 
negative feeling, with a central neutral category (0). Q-sorting is guided by a specific 
condition of instruction provided by the researcher. The Q-sort results are then factor 
analysed so as to identify differing factors with differing patterns of the subjects' 
> 
views (Brown 1980, Mc^eown and Thomas 1990). Discourse analysis arises from the 
continental traditions of linguistic philosophy, hermeneutics and post-structuralism. It 
aims at revealing how social identity, agency and structure are discursively and 
recursively reproduced, and "problematizing" the power relationship grounded on a 
subjec"object positioning (Alker and Sylvan 1986). 
• 
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Both Q methodology and discourse analysis are interpretive methods rooted in 
the reconstructive science paradigm. The hallmark of reconstructive sciences is that it 
strives to let its subjects “speak for themselves about their interactive competences" 
(Dryzek and Berejikian 1993:49). It seeks its categories “in how its subjects actually 
do apprehend the world, not in how the researcher expects them to do so"(Ibid:48). 
These two reconstructive methods are chosen because of their relevance to our 
concern. 
First, both methods take discourse seriously, assuming that the meaning of a 
« 
text is negotiated and socially constructed rather than fixed and directly observable. 
Second, they also take subjectivity seriously, assuming that the act of interpretation is 
rooted in subjectivity. Yet, they are not techniques for "subjectivisf' analysis of the 
social world, which assume that nothing exists outside our mind. In Q, "a person's 
subjectivity is merely his own point of view. It is neither a trait nor a variable, nor is 
it fruitful to regard it as a tributary emanating from some subterranean ‘stream of 
consciousness'" (Brown 1980:46). In line with discourse analysis, Q also assumes 
that subjectivity is fundamentally manifested in discourse, not in the cognition that is 
available to the person's immediate consciousness. This assumption also is shared by 
27 c • 
Derrida and Habermas. Discourse is not "objectivating" but expressive "because it 
consists in transporting to the outside, in exteriorizing a content of interior thought" 
‘(Derrida 1982:163); it is not a representation of objective truth but a self-
27 Juxtaposing Derrida and Habermas aims to emphasize the solid philosophical base of Q 
methodology. It, however, does not hint that their notions ofsubjectvity are essentially compatible, as their 
philosophical commitments are confrontational. 
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representation of the truthfulness according to a given subjective world (Habermas 
1984). 
t 
The most important reason for choosing Q and discourse analysis is that their 
ontologies and epistemologies are highly illuminative of the phenomenon of the 
politics of discourse. Parallelled with the political subjects as active agents, both Q 
and discourse analysis presuppose that their participants are full subjects capable of 
ordering and organizing their experiences. Discourse analysis has been well-known in 
encouraging its subjects to freely express their views in their own terms; otherwise ^ 
i' 
the analysis is hardly possible or successful. In the meantime, the researcher is drawn 
into the process of dialogue with the subjects for the sake of reaching understanding. 
On the other hand, Q also allows its subjects to speak for themselves from 
^ "within"(Brown 1980). Q places confidence in the subjects to order and organize their 
experiences. It respects the high autonomy of interactive competences among persons 
by surrendering control of meaning-making to the subjects. As a leading Q 
methodologist argues, “our subjects have their own operational definitions and 
models of the world, and the social scientist must avoid becoming so intrigued with 
his own constructions that he becomes insensitive to those of others"(Brown 
1980:30). As a meaning-making process that frames and organizes one's 
interpretation, Q sorting e?^^plifies this point. Though the domain of study and the 
concourse are inevitably delimited and defined by the researcher, the actual meaning 
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of each Q statemen^ is not fixed a priori. Nor are theories and definitions imposed by 
the researcher beforehand. Instead, their meanings are fundamentally constructed by 
the subject's prioritization of a statement in relation to other statements. Prioritization 
is not a categorization or a forced distribution. It is a cogitation in nature because the 
subjects are free in placing statements (and thus determining the meaning of the 
statements). Morever, the actual meaning associated with statements is not located at 
the logical meaning of isolated words or phrases. But it is largely dependent upon the 
whole behavioral contextuality (Brown 1980). As such, unlike the operationalism of 
scales or questionnaires, subjects' viewpoints in Q are not dependent upon the 
researcher's criteria or categories acording to which all else are measured. Instead, ， 
subjects can frame and model their interpretations, in their judgement, on a matter of 
subjective importance. 
Combining Q methodology and discourse analysis is not based on their shared 
,assumptions or concems only. The practical consideration of complementarity is al/o 
important, since each method has its own strengths as well as weaknesses. The 
strength of Q lies in its ability to construct a “generalized abstraction of value 
orientations" from research subjects' views, that “can be expected to intimate the 
discursive structure in some larger population of subjects" (Dryzek and Berejikian 
1993: 50). Moreover, in Q，the process of constructing such account is “explicit，，， 
“public，，and constained by statistical results (Ibid.) Li most Q studies, however, due 
to the trade-off between research efficiency and the results' generalizability, the 
"topographical" account cannot be but grounded essentially on "representative" Q 
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statements rather than what the subjects "actually said". As a result, Q often can give 
us a configuration, rather than the "sediment" of people's interpretations. On the other 
hand, discourse analysis is strong in identifying the substance in language, in 
capturing the sediment of discursive practices in what the subjects actually said. Yet, 
« 
it is weak in generalizability. The sediment it identifies may be recognizable as 
having a broader currency only, rather than intimating the discursive structure in 
larger population of subjects. Moreover, the construction of such sediment may be 
distorted by the researcher because his or her interpretive latitude is less constrained 
under discourse analysis. 
* 
The idea of combining Q methodology and discourse analysis is initiated by 
Dryzek and Berejikian (1993). Their strategy is to use the four vital discourse 
elements (ontology, agency, motivation and relationship) to structure the Q statement 
selection, so the Q study can capture the key elements that defines discourses. This 
»strategy seems deliberative. But it risks being criticized as interventionalist. Afterall, 
Q statements should be selected，first and foremost, on the basis of its 
representativeness of certain viewpoints rather than certain de-contextualized 
discourse categories. A more careful way is to detect the discourse "sediments" 
posterior. It should be more fruitful to locate the subtle political relations among 
entities from the subjects' actual utterance. Accordingly, in our case, the merits of 
combining Q and discourse analysis are twofold. First, Q is used to construct the 
discourse patterns among our subjects' views about sexual harassment. Discourse 
analysis can substantiate the patterns by exploring the range of political meanings 
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implicit or explicit in the subjects' actual discourse. Second, the discourse analysis 
"• can be both constrained and facilitated by the Q results, thus minimizing the risk of 
overinterpretation and underinterpretation. 
.The ultimate goal of the combination is to facilitate a truthful reconstruction 
of the subjects' views anchored in their subjectivities. A "truthful" reconstruction is 
one which make clear and coherent the meaning of subjects' prioritizations of 
statements and actual discourse, originally presented in a strange, fragmented, 
puzzling or contradictory form. In other words, a truthful reconstruction is established 
n 
by convincing the interlocutors why the subject's interpret^tpns of sexual harassment 
should be read in the way the researcher proposes. The way to convince is to open up 
the subjects' factor scores, statement priorization as well as what the subjects actually 
said. These materials, indeed, can be regarded as the boundaries provided by the text 
itself, which must be considered by the researcher. Note that the reconstruction is not 
»the unmasking of a pre-existing meaning of a text, but an interpretation of the 
subjects' views. The reconstruction can never achieve the degree of flne exactitude 
28 
and please everybody, as it cannot escape the "hermeneutical circle", but it is fully 
open to scrutiny. 
Research Design 
28 For the discussion ofthe hermeneutical circle, see Taylor (1971). Taylor's article has been 
reprinted in Rainbow and Sullivan William W (eds) (1987). Briefly, “hermeneutical circle" refers to the 
interpretive phenomenon that the establishment of a (certain) reading of text must be grounded on nothing 
but other readings. • 
40 
•’ •"‘: 
- About 200 “hybrid” statements on sexual harassment were amassed from 
relevant literature, newspapers, magazines, novels, seminars, and the written answers 
provided by participants from the researcher's previous sexual harassment research 
(Wong 1994). The statements cover most components and dimensions relevant to the 
issue. They were uncensored as well as unedited, except occasionally adding nouns to 
them. Moreover, some statements were ambiguous. No effort was made to make them 
clear and unambiguous, as it may minimize the interpretive elements involved in the 
relationship between words and statements and their referents. Ambiguity is resolved 
by the subjects' placement of a statement in relation to other statements (Brown 1980, 
n 
Dryzek and Berejikian 1993). 
Inductive sampling was used to reduce 200 statements to a manageable 60. 
The factorial design is characterized by two dimensions (Personal and Institutional) 
»and five issue categories (nature, constituent, culprit, consequence, and solution). 
Each dimension was reproduced along the issue categories creating ten combinations. 
Statements were assigned to each combination. To allow for a variety of expressions, 
29 
each combination was replicated six times , producing a final Q-sample of N = 60 
items. 
29 I replicated each combination six times because this can exhaust the variety of expressions for 
each combination, while keeping the Q-sample manageable. 
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The 60 statements 3yas' administered to 60 persons who served as participants 
in this study. Of the 60, 30 are students, 26 are faculty staff members and four are 
professionals whose works are relevant to the study. Effort was made to maximize the 
• 30 
representativeness across participants' demographic background. They are quite 
diversified in their academic or working background, sex and nationality.^^ 
Demographic variables are inessential to Q, but they can make the Q factor analysis 
more interpretable. The generalizability in Q is demonstrated by the representation of 
a distinctive value orientation that can be expected to intimate the discursive structure 
in some population of participants (Brown 1980: 66-69). 
* 
3° Repeated attempts were made to invite legislators, university decisionmakers and high-level 
government officials to participate in my research. But most ofthem turned down the invitation by reason of 
business. Only two Pro-Vice-Chancellors agreed to f m s h the Q-sorting and accept my interviews. The two 
Vice-Chancellors who participated in the research only agreed to do the Q-sorting. A government official, 
* who is responsible for drafting the Equal Opportunities legislation (which covers sexual harassment), also 
declined to participate in the research. He said he "have been away from university campus far too long to be 
of any assistance to you for the purpose of your survey". His subordinate originally agreed to participate the 
research, but also turned down the offer later. 
31 The 30 students are drawn from law, arts, music, architecture, geography, anthropology, history, 
government and public administration, economics，medicine, chemistry engineering, electronic engineering, 
computer engineering, physics, public relations and advertising, business language, business administration, 
textile management, tourism management, marketing, accountancy. The 30 subjects comprise 13 males and 
17 females. Of the l3 males, 12 are undergraduates and one are graduate student (i.e., myself). Ofthe 27 
females, 23 are undergraduates and four are graduate students. Among the 30, eight are foreign or exchange 
students, comprising one northAmerican female, one Swedish male, two Japanese females, one Chinese-
Japanese female, one mainland Chinese female, two Chinese American males. Ofthe other 30 non-student 
participants, 25 are university faculty staff members and flve are professionals outside the campus. The 25 
comprise two Vice-Chancellors, two Pro-Vice-Chancellors, three deans of students, one student officer, one 
researcher, one university clinic doctor, and 16 teaching staff from law，ethics and religion, history， 
. philosophy,joumalism, education, government and public administration, economics, community medicine, 
psychiatry, information system, fmance and accountancy. One ofthe 16 teaching staffis also a legislator. 
The remaining five participants comprise one daily foreign newspaper reporter, one popular Chinese weekly 
magazine deputy editor，two Chinese love novel writers and one veteran Chinese feminist apostle. These flve 
persons are incorporated in my research because they are affiliated with. different types ofmass media which 
play a key role in constituting the societal gender structure. Among these 30 non-student participants, 18 are 
males and 12 females. Among the 18 males, 12 are Chinese, and four are foreigners, ofwhom three are 
British and one Korean. Among the 12 females, 11 are Chinese and one British. 
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The 60 participants first completed a 60-item Q sort according to an inverted 
32 ci 
quasi-normal distribution running from +5 (“Strong Agree") to -5 ("Strongly 
Disagree”)，with a central neutral category (0). Then, each was asked several open-
,ended standard questions about their chosen rankings. The standard questions 
comprise: why did you agree to or disagree to some statements; why did you put the 
statements under n^^tal category; what is your defmition of sexual harassment; and 




The discourse analysis is based on transcripts from face-to-face, open-ended 
interviews with the participants after the Q sorting. Each interview took between 30 
minutes and one and a half hours. The discussion topics include sexual harassment 
problems and policies on campus, sex, sexuality, abuse of authority, gender equality 
and differences. A total of 25 transcripts were fmaliy selected as a resource for 
»analysis. Some transcripts are selected on the basis of the Q factor analysis. Subjects 
who got heavy loadings on a factor were selected first. Some were chosen with an eye 
to maximize the variety in analysis. In this study, the discourse analysis does not 
focus on the tropes, metaphors or linguistic devices in the construction of discourse. It 
instead locates the themes, norms or ideologies in constituting the subject/object 
formation and positioning. 
32 An inverted quasi-normal distribution is used because it can. encourage subjects to sort the items 
more carefully and systematically; afterall, the number of items which are more important should be fewer 
than those less important. 
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CHAPTER rV 
« 
DISCOURSES ON SEXUAL HARASSMENT AS "THE SPHERE OF THE 
UNSETTLED" 
This chapter is divided into two parts. Part one reports the five discourses on 
sexual harassment on campus, which are identified through factor analysis of our 60 
subjects' Q sorts. Each discourse is unlabelled, since labelling may be too simplisitic 
«s 
and controversial. Part two is a highlight of the difference and commonality 
‘ betweenthe five discourses. 
A 
The interpretation of the discourses that follows is hermeneutical. It will begin 
,with the assumption that a “text’，is internally coherent. Thus, the adequacy of our 
interpretation depends upon its capacity to show how the parts of a text are integrated 
with one another to compose a self-consistent whole of meaning. 
Q Factor Interpretation 
• 
The 60 individual Q sorts were correlated and factored with varimax rotation 
to render the structure more clear. The validity of a factor is constituted by at least 
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two subjects who have factor loadings exceeding the statistically significant threshold, 
.33, generated from the formula of 1/V60 X 1.96 (N = 60, the number of statements). 
The results indicated that the 60 sets of rankings are reducible to seven independent 
33 • • . 
factors. Factor loadings and demographic variables of research subjects are 
presented in Appendix 1. Appendix 2 provides the factor Q sort values for each 
statement. 
A five-factor solution was selected for interpretation after reviewing six-factor 
and seven-factor solutions. The six and seven factors were dropped because they had « 
fewer than two subjects and their loadings were statistically insignificant. Thus only 
the first flve discourses (Factors A，B, C, -D and -E^^) will be interpreted. 
Interpretation of each discourse does not simply involve editing and pasting Q 
statements, but also combining them in an internally coherent manner. It is a 
deliberate and intensive meaning construction which is linked to relative factor 
,scores. kiterpretation will be supplemented by either my interviews with the subjects 
or their written answers to the questions stated in the Answer Sheet. The flve 
discourses, each of which embodies a discourse on the interpretation of sexual 
harassment, are as follows. 
_ 
33 These seven factors are the result of the computer programme design. 
34 Originally, Factors D and E are negatively defined. For the sake of convenience and facilitating 
interpretation, they are turned into Factors -D and -E. The Q sorts ofFactors -D and -E are obtained by 
turning the Q sorts ofFactors D and E upside down. Thus, those statements that are disagreed with by 




Discourse A embodies an interpretation of sexual harassment predominantly 
defined by university staff members. Of the 25 defining subjects, 19 are staff 
members, including one Pro-Vice-Chancellor, three deans of students and two local 
feminists (see Appendix 1). One of the six students is the researcher. This discourse 
tends to consider sexual harassment from an institutional perspective. In particular, it 
is very concerned about some common misunderstandings of sexual harassment, and 
attempts to clear them by highlighting the nature of the problem. Its themes can be < 
understood by the statements that are most agreed and disagreed with by its 
participants (See Table 1). 
Table 1: Factor Q Sort Values for the Statements on Discourse A 
»No. Statements ~ A B C ^ ~ ^ E ~ " 
~ \ So-called sexual harassment is nothing more than over-reaction -5 -4 0 4 1 
on the part of "victims" to male-female relationship. 
10 Sexual harassment is seen as a problem only by those who are -5 -5 -4 4 5 
too prudent or not open-minded enough. 
45 Most women who are sexually insulted by a man provoke his -5 1 1 3 2 
behavior by the way they taUc, act, or dress. 
1 Since we can'tclearly define what sexual harassment is，we -4 -2 4 1 4 
cannot be sure whether it is necessarily wrong or not. 
27 Sexual harassment should not be taUced about openly. It -4 -5 -5 5 4 
victimizes men and makes them feel uncomfortable with 
women. 
43 Men always like harassing women. -4 -4 -3 5 3 
53 Setting up committees to deal with sexual harassment will only -4 -3 -1 2 2 
give some women the opportunity to deliberately harm or 
victimize men by making false accusations. 
18 Very often, a knowledgeable person is not necessarily moral. 5 5 3 -4 -4 
24 Sexual harassment is an attack on a person's seW-esteem, 5 3 3 -1 -4 
integrity, personal security and economic well-being. 
34 Sexual harassment is about power ~ the undue exercises of 5 4 2 2 0 
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( ’ p o w e r by a superior over a subordinate. 
8 _ When a man sexually harasses a woman, it has little to do with 4 -1 0 -2 1 
the woman, rather it is a sign of the man's arrogance or 
insecurity and need for powerin order to feel good about 
himself. 
33 Sexual harassment is not a weapon women use to damage men's 4 1 3 -1 -l 
reputation. 
40 A man must leam to understand that a woman's "no" to his 4 3 2 -3 o 
‘ sexual advances really means "no". 
54 Economic prosperity cannot guarantee the enhancement of 4 0 -1 1 -4 
women's status. 
Sexual harassment, albeit amorphous, is undoubtedly morally wrong ⑴尸 It 
is not the victims' over-reaction, over-sensitivity or narrow mindedness (2, 10), but 
an assault against a person's dignity and well-being (24). Sexual harassment is an * 
institutionalized practice rather than a personal, emotional affair. It is a power abuse 
in which a superior exercises undue power over a subordinate (34). Sometimes, 
sexual harassment even can be a trinity of immorality, power and knowledge, since 
the harasser can be a knowledgeable person (18). More complicated, the unequal 
power relationship is structured by gender inequality. This does not mean men always 
»like harassing women (43)，but that women are subjected to institutional, structural 
sexual exploitation by men. Under such circumstances, men enjoy the privilege of 
decoding women's “no，，to their sexual advances as “yes，’ (40). Perverts also can 
abuse their superiority to exploit women. Women thus are always vulnerable to 
sexual harassment by men, no matter how they act, talk and dress (45). As such, 
sexual harassment is not a trouble invented by women to damage men's reputation 
(8), but a weapon used by some men to secure their dominant position over women 
(33). To undo the institutional practice, women's status must be enhanced. Economic 
33 The number in the backet is the statement number. 
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change is a possible way, but not a guarantee (54). It is important to promote public 
discussion as well as set up formal mechanisms. The strategy should be public and 
formal, instead of private and informal. This is not to revenge men's exploitation or 
prohibit their aquaintances with women, but to encourage people to "verbalize" the 
issue and make it a public concern (27, 53). 
The institutional nature of sexual harassment emphasized by Discourse A also 
• 2g 
can be shown in the Discourse A "distinguishing statements" (See Table 1.1). 
% 
Table 1.1: Factor Q Sort Values for the Distinguishing Statements on Discourse A 
Statements A B C S -E 
No. 
3 Rape and Physical assault are objective and measurable, but -3 5 5 4 2 
sexual harassment is subjective, dependent on the woman's 
definition and standards. 
13 Hormones cause men to view things in a more sexual -2 2 0 3 1 
framework than the reality of the situation permits. 
30 Sexual harassment implies a loss of control. 1 -1 -2 -2 -3 
48 Lncidents of sexual harassment perpetuate tlie idea that women 3 -1 -2 -2 -1 
are seen first as sexual being and providers of services to men. 
» 
Sexual harassment is not a matter of personal morality (3). Instead, it is a 
social, institutionalized suppressive practice against women, which exists objectively 
and is recognizable. The objective existence does not mean the practice is constituted 
by men's hormones (13). Rather, it is a manifestation of the subjugation of female to 
male sustained by sexual exploitation (30, 48). 
乂 ‘j o 36 Distinguishing statement is defined as the difference between factor arraies-is two or above, while comparing 
, j ' Factor A with each of the other factors. ^ � 
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Discourse B 
Unlike Discourse A，Discourse B is predominantly constructed by students. Of 
the 20 defining subjects, 15 are students. The five subjects who are not students 
< 
include one Pro-Vice-Chancellor, one journalist and one student officer (See 
Appendix 1). Discourse B is particularly concerned about the subjective, controversial 
aspect of sexual harassment. Given the controversy, it tends to emphasize the 
individual ability in tackling the problem. For the statement prioritization, see Table 
2. 
n 
Table 2: Factor Q Sort Values for the Statements on Discourse B 
No. Statements A B C -D -E 
10 Sexual harassment is seen as a problem only by those who are -5 -5 -4 -4 -5 
too pmdent or not open-minded enough. 
27 Sexual harassment should not be taU:ed about openly. It -4 -5 -5 -5 -4 
victimizes men and makes t h £ ^ feel uncomfortable with 
women. 
36 The female^who are serious about sexual harassment are out- -3 -5 -2 -4 -3 
dated and traditional-minded because they think their bodies and 
values should be treated differently vis-a-vis males. 
2 So-called "sexual harassment" is nothing more than over- -5 -4 0 -4 -1 
* reaction on the part of "victims" to male-female relationship. 
7 Only body touch does not constitute sexual harassment; if it -1 -4 1 0 4 
does，many people will be wrongly blamed. A property should 
be added to the touch — rubbing, including "pinching", 
"sweeping", "caressing lightly but repeatedly for a quite long 
while". 
43 Men always like harassing women. -4 -4 -3 -5 -3 
60 Lf the harasser were a lecturer, I would not tell him off -1 -4 -3 0 -3 
immediately, not because of grades but because of the person 
involved is my teacher and I feel I should respect him. 
3 Rape and physical assault are objective and measurable, but -3 5 5 4 2 
sexual harassment is subjective, dependent on the woman's 
definition and standards. 
5 Whethersexual harassment is acceptable or tolerable is a matter -3 5 4 0 0 
of personal choice. 
18 Very often, a knowledgeable person is not necessarily moral. 5 5 3 4 -4 
28 Let everybody know thatyou have been indecently assaulted. 1 4 3 4 3 
34 Sexual harassment is about power -- the undue exercises of 5 4 2 -2 0 
power by a superior over a subordinate. 
38 Many pre-conceived ideas have existed in the concept of sex, 3 4 4 3 3 
which makes people pre-judge what is right and what is wrong. 
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44‘\' When females offers sexual advances to males, people won't say 0 4 1 4 3 
this is sexual harassment, but use such adjectives as 
'^xoquettish", "avant-garde" to describe such behavior. 
Discourse B believes sexual harassment is a power abuse (34). It should not be 
simply dismissed as an over-reaction loomed large by those people who are too 
t 
prudent and stingy (2, 10). Yet, this does not mean sexual harassment is 
uncontroversial. Instead，the abuse is difficult to judge. First, the abuse often can be 
palliated by knowledgeable persons (18). Second, rape and physical assault can be 
judged by objective, observable evidence, but sexual harassment does involve 
subjective judgements (3), one that is loaded with many pre-conceived ideas (38). 
That is why only body touch itself can be interpreted as sexual harassment, not to 
, • . 
mention such more alleged, explicit sexual contacts as pinching, sweeping or 
caressing (7). Furthermore, subjective judgement can be influenced by gender 
perception. Many people much prefer to describe a female as coquettish or avant-
garde when she offers sexual advance to a male. But when a male does the same, he 
may risk being branded as a harasser (44). As such, the gender issue in sexual 
harassment should be cautiously dealt with. Females' serious concern about sexual 
» 
harassment is understandable. It aims not to victimize men but to demand a fair 
treatment of women's values and bodies (36, 27). Recognizing women's rights, 
however, does not affirm the dichotomy of "men as culprits, women as victims" (43). 
Since sexual harassment involves subjective, uncertain elements, whether it is 
tolerable or how to deal with it is better treated as a matter of personal choice (5). To 
get rid of the power abuse, individual initiative is of utmost importance. They should 
have the courage to tell off the superior immediately if the superior is the harasser 
50 




Unlike all other discourses, Discourse C is the only factor whose defining 
subjects are all local Chinese, including six students, one university clinic doctor, one 
student officer, one love story writer and one popular magazine deputy editor (See 
Appendix 1). As Table 3 indicates, Discourse C tends to regard sexual harassment as 
not a gender issue per se. It also emphasizes that sexual harassment as a problem is * 
legitimate but not creeping. Moreover, Discourse C wants to have a tough, subtle 
definition of sexual harassment, but it has been constrained by the awareness of the 
subjective elements in sexual harassment. 
Table 3: Factor Q Sort Values for the Statements on Discourse C 
• No. Statements A B C ^5 -E 
17 College women are so sexually compelling and youthfolly -2 -2 -5 -4 -4 
beautiful that men cannot resist them. 
27 Sexual harassment on campus should not be taUced about openly. -4 -5 -5 -5 -4 
It victimizes men and make them feel uncomfortable with 
women. 
51 Sexual harassment on campus is a niA||i" problem. 0 -2 -5 -3 -5 
10 Sexual harassment is seen as a problem only by those who are -5 -5 -4 -4 -5 
too pmdent or not open-minded enough. 
11 Making a profane or scatological joke is not sexual harassment, -2 -3 -4 1 -4 
even though a listener may fmd it offensive. 
23 An offer of rewards for sexual "favours" is not so harmfal,so no -3 -2 -4 -5 2 
one gains or loses if the offer is declined. 
50 Lnnocent firtation makes the school day interesting. -1 -1 -4 3 -2 
3 Rape and physical assault are subjective and measurable, but -3 5 5 4 2 
sexual harassment is subjective, dependent on the woman's 
definition and standards. 
4 Sometimes people do things frivolously and jokingly without 2 3 5 5 5 
intending to harass. 
6 Sexual harassment is not exactly about gender, rather it is about 1 2 5 2 2 
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: , � t h e infringement upon a person's privacy. 
1 Since we can't clearly define what sexual harassment is，we -4 -2 4 -1 -4 
cannot be sure whether it is necessary wrong or not. 
-“ 5 ‘ Whether sexual harassment is acceptable or tolerable is a matter -3 5 4 0 0 
of personal choice. 
15 Some of the signs of harassment are so subtle, and at first glance 2 2 4 -1 5 
so innocent, that neither party may be conscious harassment is 
taking place. 
.38 Many pre-conceived ideas have been existed in the concept of 3 4 4 3 3 
sex, which make people pre-judge what is right and what is 
wrong. 
Sexual harassment is a legitimate problem that should not be accepted in 
silence or dismissed as a baseless groan (27, 10). Yet, "legitimate" does not mean the 
problem is serious on campus (51). It is groundless to say university campus ， 
constitutes an environment in which males are induced by females to harass or they 
cannot discipline themselves in chasing females (17). Sexual harassment, in nature, is 
the infringement upon a person's privacy rather than a gender issue (6). The 
infringement includes flirtation, profane or scatologicaljokes and suggested offers of 
rewards for sexual favours. They all cannot be interesting or tolerable per se (11，23 
»and 50). To judge the infringement, however, is difficult because there is no objective 
measurement for sexual harassment (3). It always involves risks of misunderstanding 
or overinterpretation. First, many pre-conceived ideas have been planted in the 
concept of sex and more or less preempt people's moral judgements (38). Second, 
some signs of sexual harassment are so subtle that even the persons involved are 
unable to notice harassment is taking place (15). Third, sometimes some acts are just 
infrivolous and joking, but are easily misinterpreted as sexually offensive (4). As 
such, a reasonable way to deal with the problem is to avoid judging heedlessly an act 
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as sexual harassment or necessarily wrong (1), and to let the person affected decide 
-- whether the act should be acceptable or tolerable (5). 
The conservative viewpoint of Discourse C also can be grasped in the Factor 
C "distinguishing statements" in Table 3.1. 
Table 3.1: Factor Q Sort Values for the Distinguishing Statements on Discourse C 
Statements A B C 5 ~ ^ ^ 
No. 
1 Since we can't clearly define what sexual harassment is，we -4 -2 4 -1 -4 
, c a n n o t be sure whether it is necessary wrong or not. 
42 ' Women are encouraged to be sexually appealing, to be nice and 3 0 -2 2 1 
charming. But if they are attacked, they are told they invited it. 
47 Sexual harassment is assumed to be more costly for women than 2 2 -1 1 2 
men. 
52 Sexual harassment legislation strengthens a sex taboo by using -2 -2 2 -1 -3 
law to protect it. It is exactly a negation against modem sex 
education. 
» Discourse C does not argue sexual harassment may not be wrong. What is at 
issue is that the rightness and wrongness of something is difficult to establish when it 
cannot be clearly defined (1). In this situation, the enactment of legislation may not 
be complementary with sex education, as it may foreclose open discussion (52). On 
the other hand, sexual harassment is not a proper gender claim. First, men may also 
suffer from sexual harassment (47). Second, the dichotomy of "men as cultprits, 
« 
women as victims" is unsound. It is diff<zTcult to untangle who should be responsible 
for the sufferings (42). 
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Discourse -D 
Compared to other discourses, Discourse -D is predominantly defined by 
foreigners. Of the seven defining subjects, five are foreigners, including a law 
professor, a Chinese American and a Swedish. The only two females are local 
Chinese students. This discourse is characterized by a tension between its recognition 
of sexual harassment as a threat to females and its worry about the unfair treatment of 
males in sexual harassment issues (See Table 4). 
Table 4: Factor Q Sort Values for the Statements on Discourse -D ， 
No.~^ Statements A B C 3 -E 
23 An offer of rewards for sexual "favom"s" is not so harmfol, so no -3 -2 -4 -5 -4 
one gains or loses if the offer is declined. 
27 Sexual harassment should not be taUked about openly. It -4 -5 -5 -5 -4 
victimizes men and makes them feel uncomfortable with. 
women. 
43 Men always like harassing women. -4 -4 -3 -5 -3 
2 So-called "sexual harassment" is nothing more than over- -5 -4 0 -4 -1 
reaction on the part of "victims" to male-female relationship. 
10 Sexual harassment is seen as a problem only by those who are -5 -5 -4 - / -5 
prudent or not open-minded enough. 
» 17 College women are so sexually compelling and youthfolly -2 -2 -5 -4 -4 
beautiful that men cannot resist them. 
36 The females who are serious about sexual harassment are out- -3 -5 -2 -4 -4 
dated and traditional minded because they think their bodies and 
values should be treated differently vis-a-vis males. 
4 Sometimes people do things frivolously and jokingly without 2 3 5 5 5 
intending to harass. 
19 Sexual harassment has the advantage of being a charge that is 0 1 0 5 1 
difficult to recover from. You were presumed guilty until proven 
innocent -- and it was hard to prove innocence. 
29 An attractive woman has to expect sexual advances and should -1 0 -1 5 0 
leam how to handle them. , 
3 Rape and physical assault are objective and measurable, but -3 5 5 4 2 
sexual harassment is subjective, dependent on the woman's 
definition and standards. 
18 Very often, a knowledgeable person is not necessarily moral. 5 5 3 4 4 
28 Let everybody know that you have been indecently assaulted. 1 4 3 4 3 
44 When females offer sexual advances to males, people won't say 0 4 1 4 3 
this is say harassment, but use such adjectives as "coquettish", 
"avant-garde" to describe such behavior. 
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� : Sexual harassment cannot be dismissed as an individual's personality or 
, mentality problem (2,10). It instead should be made a topic of open discussion. This 
does not mean women intend to victimize men or trouble their relationship with 
women (27). This also does not mean female bodies and values should enjoy different 
treatment vis-a-vis males (36). The problem should be taken seriously because it is 
really a threat to females. Attractive women, in particular, must keep alert to sexual 
advances and learn how to take swift and brave steps to handle them (29, 28). The 
thorn of sexual harassment, however, should not be neglected. Sometimes, the 
harasser is a bmte in man's shape; a knowledgeable person can be an immoralist (18). 
Moreover, sexual harasasment is more controversial than rape and physical assault ^ 
because it is about personal criteria as well as subjective judgement (3). An offer of 
rewards for sexual favours is beyond doubt sexual harassment (23). But frivolous and 
joking acts should be differentiated from sexual harassment, as they cherish no 
indecent thoughts. After all, some sexual harassment may be just a product of 
unintended consequences (4). As such, sexual harassment charges must be dealt with 
»cautiously. Once a person suffers a charge, he or she is difficult to recover because 
proving innocence is hard (19). This problem is particularly critical to men，since they 
may be unfairly treated in the sexual harassment issue. There is a bias that men 
always like harassing women (43). It seems that this bias makes people adopt a 
double standard towards male and female. When a female offers a sexual advance to a 
male, she may be described as coquettish or even avant-garde. But if a male does the 
same, the consequence can be devastating -- he is probably treated as a perpetrator 
(44). In short, men's self-discipline towards women should not be underestimated 
(17). 
55 
( It seems that the controversy of sexual harassment and the potential danger of 
related charges has convinced Discourse -D to be lax about the problem，as shown in 
its distinguishing statements in Table 4.1. 
» 
Table 4.1; Factor Q Sort Values for the Distinguishing Statements on Discourse -D 
No. Statements “ A B C ^ ~ " ^ ^ 
~ n Making a profane or scatological joke is not sexual~~^ ^ ^ 1 ^ ~ 
harassment, even though a listener may find it offensive. 
15 Some of the signs of harassment are so subtle, and at first 2 2 4 -1 5 
glance so innocent, ^hat neither party may be conscious 
harassment is taking plaa 
22 Sexual harassment forces a student to forfeit work, research, 1 1 0 -3 1 
educational comfort or even career. 
34 Sexual harassment is about power ~ the undue exercise of 5 4 2 -2 0 
power by a superior over a subordinate. 
50， bmocent flirtation makes the school day interesting. -1 -1 -4 3 -2 
Sexual harassment may involve power, but is not about power (34), and the 
adverse impact of the problem has been exaggerated (22). As such, Factor -D tends to 
allow some socializing practices which may be treated by others as covert, subtle 
» 
innuendos. So offensive scatological jokes should be tolerable (11). Innocent 
flirtation should be encouraged to promote a happy, easy social life on campus (50). 
Moreover, there should be no sexual harassment if the people involved cannot sense 
its happening (15). 
^ " \ ‘ \ 
Alxt) Discourse -E 
1 ^ / . 
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、广 Compared to other discourses, Discourse -E is the one which is 
oveFwhelmingly defined by males. Of the twelve defining subjects, ten are males, 
including two Vice-Chancellors, a sexologist and four students. The only two females 
come from Japan. As indicated in Table 5，this discourse tends to emphasize that 
sexual harassment as a legitimate problem is not as creeping as some people think. 
Also concerning the ambiguity of sexual harassment, Factor -E encourages the 
victims to deal with the problem by themselves first. 
Table 5: Factor Q Sort Values for the Statements on Discourse -E 
No. Statements~"" A B C S ~ " ^ F " « 
~To Sexual harassment is seen as a problem only by those who are -5 -5 -4 -4 -5 
too prudent or not open-minded enough. 
49 More and more women are falling prey to sexual harassment. 0 0 -1 -3 -5 
51 Sexual harassment on campus is a majorproblem. 0 -2 -5 -3 -5 
I Since we can't clearly defme what sexual harassment is，we -4 -2 4 -1 -4 
carniot be sure whether it is necessarily wrong or not. 
I I Making a profane or scatological joke is not sexual harassment, -2 -3 -4 1 -4 
even though a listener may fmd it offensive. 
17 College women are so sexually compelling and youthfally -2 -2 -5 -4 -4 
beautiful that men camot resist them. 
27 Sexual harassment should not be taUced about openly. It -4 -5 -5 -5 -4 
victimizes men and maRes them feel uncomfortable with 
women. 
* 4 Sometimes people do things fnvolously and jokingly without 2 3 5 5 5 
intending to harass. 
15 Some of the signs of sexual harassment are so subtle, and at first 2 2 4 -1 5 
glance so innocent, that neither party may be conscious 
harassment is taking place. 
25 Before loading complaints against the harassers, the victims 2 1 3 4 5 
should try to solve the problem first, like expressing their 
discontents to sway the harassers. 
7 Only body touch does not constitute sexual harassment; if it -1 -4 1 0 4 
does, many people will be wrongly blamed. A property should 
be added to the touch -- mbbing, including "pinching", 
"sweeping", "carassmg lightly but repeatedly for a quite long 
while". 
18 Very often, a knowledgeable person is not necessarily moral. 5 5 3 4 4 
24 Sexual harassment is an attack on a person's seLf-esteem, 5 3 3 1 4 
integrity, personal security and economic well-being. 
54 Economic prosperity cannot guarantee the enhancement of 4 0 -1 -1 4 
women's status. 
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,广 Sexual harassment should not be trivialized (10). It hinders the victim from 
pursuing a meaningful life (24). It is undoubtedly an illegitimate, morally wrong 
sexual activity, though its definition is still unclear (1). Yet, its prevalence should not 
be exaggerated. Sexual harassment is not serious on campus (51). It is unreasonable 
» 
to say male students lack self-control in getting along with their female colleagues 
(17). Nor is there any evidence that more and more women are falling prey to sexual 
harassment (49). It is difficult to identify sexual harassment. Sometimes, it is the third 
party instead of the persons involved who can identify the problem (15). Judging 
sexual harassment should be subtle and careful. Frivolous and joking acts may be 
harassing, but they are not sexual harassment since their inten^are playful rather than ^ � , 
sexual (4). Profane and scatological acts, even though they are just jokes, are sexual 
harassment because they are sexually offensive (11). So is rubbing. Body touch may 
be tolerable because the sexual intent is unclear (7). Given the subjective elements of 
sexual harassment, it is better and more flexible for the victims to try to solve the 
problem by themselves first, before lodging formal complaints (25). To alleviate the 
»problem, women's status must be enhanced. Economic change is one possible way 
(54). What is more important is to encourage open discussion to raise people's 
consciousness as well as the mutual understanding between males and females (27). 
The carefulness of Discourse -E in judging sexual harassment also can be 
learned from its distinguishing statements in Table 5.1. 
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T ^ l e 5.1; Factor Q Sort Values for the Distinguishing Statements on Discourse -E 
No.-| Statements A “ B ~ C ~ ^ ~ I F " 
9 Sexual harassment claims often have this quality: 0 1 1 0 -2 
people come in feeling angry and wronged, and they 
think they have rights that they simply don't have. 
"23 An offer of rewards for sexual "favours" is not so -3 -2 -4 -5 2 
harmful, so no one gains or loses if the offer is 
declined. 
Given the subjective elements of sexual harassment, Discourse -E tends not to 
totalize the content of the category of victim.Victims can be submissive and ignorant. 
ThSy are not necessarily angry and aware of what is going wrong (9). Similarly, an 
offer of rewards for sexual favours is not necessarily sexual harassment. It depends on 
the context and the offerer-receiver relationship (23). 
Difference and Commonality 
» 
The five discourses that are generated from the subjects' operant subjectivities 
constitute the configuration of the "sphere of the unsettled" concerning sexual 
harassment on campus. They are constructed by the subjects themselves rather than 
the operational definitions of the researcher. Each discourse does not exist in 
isolation but interweaves with others. In other words, there are both difference and ‘ • 
commonality between the discourses. On the whole, what is unsettled between them 
can be identified on the basic issues of what sexual harassment is, what constitutes the 
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offence, what impact it causes, who is identified as culprit or victim, and what 
solutions could be taken. 
I 
The antipathy of Discourse A towards sexual harassment is stronger than any 
other discourses. For Discourse A, sexual harassment is definitely a power 
suppression. Though the offence is not exactly about gender, it often is provoked by 
the status quo of the gender hierarchy. Under the hierarchy, men's values, on the 
whole, are dominant and their collective control over experience and social 
communication is stronger than women's. The power inequality makes women ^ 
inevitably more vulnerable to sexual attack. It can strengthen immoral men's 
tendency to sexualize women as objects of exploitation. It also enables the men to 
abuse their built-in advantage to sexually harass women. Discourse A is the only 
discourse which highlights the integrity of women's individuality in men-women 
interaction. It emphasizes women's free will to behave. For Discourse A, individual 
,competence in the politics of resistance is limited and not determinative; afterall， 
sexual harassment is not a matter of individual morality. Discourse A thus rather 
supports to challenge and transform the structural inequality through open discussion 
and formal policy institutions. 
On the surface, Discourse B is similar to Discourse A in treating sexual 
harassment as power abuse. Yet the logic Discourse B holds is different. It does not 
believe that society is currently gender-divided, pathological and conflictual. 
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Underpinning sexual harassment is possibly simply the personal positionality rather 
than^the social structure. Gender, for Discourse B, is the point of possible resistance, 
which empowers women to constrain men, rather than what Discourse A understands 
as the eroticization of women's submission to men. As such, men's control over 
t 
experience is not as strong as what Discourse A perceives. Power, indeed, does not 
gravitate to particular individuals because of the ambiguity and subjectivity of the 
sexual harassment issue. Hence the destabilization of the dichotomy of "men as 
culprits, women as victims" as well as the difficulty in judging the harasser and the 
victim. Discourse B has far stronger faith than Discourse A in individual competence. 
Discourse B believes the “victim，，should not be "the weak" or "the powerless，，， 
s 
falling prey to those in powerful position. The victims should be aware of their power 
of resistance. 
Unlike Discourse A，Discourse C bears little resentment against the broad 
status quo. Compared to Discourse B, its belief in a harmonious male-female 
relationship is stronger. Discourse C, indeed, accords little importance to gender in 
the sexual harassment issue. Sexual harassment is an invasion of personal privacy 
rather than the men's aggression against women with less power. Discourse C cares a 
lot for bounding a clear space of action. It prefers to reject covert, subtle innuendos 
which may be treated by others as tolerable socializing practices or borderline cases. 
Like Discourse B, Discourse C notices individuals' control over the reading of 
experience is unstable, as sexual harassment is amorphous. Thus, it also tends to 
regard the morality of sexual harassment as a matter of individual choice-making. 
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Y^^ Discourse C is less confident than Discourse B in its individual competence. For 
the 5ake of preserving a harmonious interpersonal relationship, Discourse C is not 
disinterested but hesitant in taking the initiative in judging sexual harassment. It also 
is not as keen as Discourse A to pursue a fair public morality through institutional 
t 
changes. 
It seems Discourse -D also assents to the sexual harassment claim. Like 
Discourse A, Discourse -D recognizes that society is hardly free from gender 
conflicts. Yet, if A is a discourse which takes the standpoint of the disadvantaged * 
females, then Discourse -D can be interpreted as male-centered. Discourse -D does 
not believe male values are dominant; it tends to share Discourse B，s view that males 
are not necessarily able to take advantage of gender. It even has a stronger belief that 
the gender norm has been biased against males. That is why its worry about males 
being misread or unfairly treated is more serious than any other factors. Like 
,Discourse C, Discourse -D is active in bounding its space of action. Yet, the bound is 
so broad that it is at odds with what Discourse C delimits, as shown in its lenient 
definition of sexual harassment. The leniency is not unreasonable. For Discourse -D， 
the irony of the sexual harassment issue is that the inherent emphasis on the 
disclosure or production of victimhood is probably a victimization of those suspects 
who may end up with being innocent. Indeed, Discourse -D is the only discourse 
which believes the adverse impact of sexual harassment has been exaggerated. It 
seems that Discourse -D's belief has a lot to do with its deep discontent about the 
neglect of the devastating consequence of false sexual harassment accusations. 
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Dispourse -D also contends that sexual harassment is nothing more than a matter of 
sensibility. It does not exist if the persons concerned do not sense it. The third party's 
intervention should be discouraged. 
I 
Discourse -E is as earnest as others to consider the sexual harassment issue. 
Like Discourse A, Discourse -E does not underestimate the damage of sexual 
harassment to the development of a person's individuality. Yet, unlike Discourse A, it 
has little worry about the sexual exploitation of women in either society or university 
campus. It also is far less anxious than Discourse -D about whether males can be « 
fairly treated by the society in the sexual harassment issue. Discourse -E is salient in 
believing that sexual harassment is currently not a creeping issue because the social 
interaction among students is harmonious rather than conflictual. Also salient is the 
point that Discourse -E's emphasis is stronger than Discourse C and Discourse -D on 
sensibility as essential to the construction of sexual harassment. But, in contrast with 
,Discourse -D, Discourse -E tends to regard sensibility as not just a matter of the 
persons concerned, since their sensibility may fail to deal with the subtlety of sexual 
harassment. Thus, it is legitimate for the third party or outsider to have a judgement 
status. Nevertheless, like discourses B and -D, Discourse -E still has faith in the 
competence of the victims as prime problem-solvers. It is not as enthusiastic as 
Discourse A in resorting to formal institutions to deal with sexual harassment. 
« 
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V Commonality always exists with difference. We should note that the five 
discourses are not mutually exclusive, but united on several points. Their 
commonality can be understood by the consensus statements -- those that are agreed 
or disagreed with by all discourses — in Table 6. 
t 
Table 6: Factor Q Sort Values for the Consensus Statements of the Five Discourses 
No. Statements A B C ~ ^ ~ ‘ ^ 
4 Sometimes people do things Mvolously and jokingly without 2 3 5 5 5 
intending to harass. 
6 Sexual harassment is not exactly about gender, rather it is about 1 2 5 2 2 
the infringement uon a person's privacy. 
14 Lf a man has no respect for a woman, if he thinks violence 3 3 2 2 3 
against women is okay and that he/^can act on impulse, I do not 
, t h i n k it is going to matter how she looks or that he will care if 
she is a "nice" or "bad" girl. 
18 Very often, a knowledgeable person is not necessarily moral. 5 5 3 4 4 
24 Sexual harassment is an attack on a person's seLf-esteem, 5 3 3 1 4 
integrity, personal security and economic well-being. 
25 Before loading complaints against the harassers, the victims 2 1 3 1 5 
should try to solve the f^bblem first, like expressing their 
discontent to sway the harassers. 
26 Instead of fighting back against an aggressor, most harassed 1 2 2 1 2 
female students tum to their friends to exorcise the memory. 
28 Let everybody know that you have been indecently assaulted. 1 4 3 4 3 
33 Sexual harassment is not a weapon women use to damage men's 4 1 3 1 1 
reputation. 
38 Many pre-conceived ideas have been existed in the concept of 3 4 4 3 3 
* sex，which make people pre-judge what is right and what is 
wrong. 
10 Sexual harassment is seen as a problem o n ^ b y those who are -5 -5 -4 -4 -5 
too pmdent or not open-minded enough. 
17 College women are so sexually compelling and youthfully -2 -2 -5 -4 4 
beautiful that men cannot resist them. 
27 Sexual harassment should not be talked about openly. It -4 -5 -5 -5 -4 
victimizes men and makes them feel uncomfortable with 
women. 
39 Sexual harassment implies females see their bodie^as property, -3 -3 -3 -3 -1 
commodity and wealth. That is why they are often over-sensitive 
to the issue. 
43 Men always like harassing women. -4 -4 -3 -5 -3 
53 Setting up committees to deal with sexual harassment will only -4 -3 -1 -2 -2 
give women the opportunity to deliberately harm or victimize/ 
men by making false accusations. 
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、:： All discourses agree sexual harassment is normatively reprehensible, which is 
harmful to the development of a person's individuality (24). All tend to regard sexual 
harassment as an infringement upon a person's privacy rather than a definite gender 
claim. All believe women in particular are inevitably more vulnerable to sexual 
t 
assault from men (14). Yet all avoid to entrench their positions on the extremes. So 
they simultaneously affirm men's self-discipline as well as disaffirm the dichotomy of 
"men as culprits, women as victims" (17, 43). All believe normative-moral 
prejudgement is inevitable in interpreting sexual harassment because sex is loaded 
with many pre-conceived ideas (38). All hold intentionality is essential to constituting 
as well as judging sexual harassment (4). All assert a person's morality is seldom « 
commensurable to his or her knowledgeability (18). All lean to think that most 
harassed female students endure to submit to, instead of penalizing, the harassers 
(26). Nevertheless, all more or less have faith in individual competence in outright 
combatting sexual harassment (28). Indeed, victims should not be discouraged to be 
prime problem-solvers (25). The claim itself, the promotion of public discussion 
,about the offence and the setting up of relevant policy committees are legitimate and 
constructive. They should not be regarded as conspiratorial to provoke conflicts 
between males and females (33，10，21, 39，53). 
We should further note that two subjects get beyond the boundaries of our five 
discourses, as the Q results shown. The situation means, at least, that we cannot claim 
the five discourses have exhaustively reconstruct the issue of sexual harassment on 
campus. They represent only some of the possible accounts. Nevertheless, they are 
not ideal types, but exist as an objective actuality. The actuality can be proven by our 
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subjects' discourses in actual utterance. Based on their actual utterance, the political 









AGENCY DISTREBUTION m SEXUAL HARASSMENT DISCOURSES 
As shown in Chapter IV, the flve discourses revolv^around such basic issues 
as the nature, the constitution, the impact, the solution, and the identification of 
culprit and victim of the offence. Taking a closer look at these basic issues, 
underlying the discursive construction of sexual harassment is how people make sense 
n 
of the distribution of agency. Agency is the faculty of action on which a political 
order is grounded. Inextricably tied to agency is the existence of a set of entities as 
well as the positioning of those entities. The central questions of the agency 
distribution are which entities can act and which are being acted upon. As such, each 
sexual harassment discourse embodies an agency distribution between the entities. 
,Along the distribution is the delimitation of the character and the content of sexual 
harassment, some entities，responsibility for causing the offence as well as the 
evaluation of some entities' capacities to tackle it. 
This chapter attempts to locate the question of agency in the flve discourses 
through an analysis of what our resear^ subjects actually said. The analysis is based 
on the transcripts from interviews conducted with the subjects after the Q sorting. 
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Extracts are annotated with subject number consistent with the Q study, and the 
subjects' background as well as sex.^^ 
« 
Identifying the Entities 
Agency here refers to an individuals' (or individuals' or a collectivity's) 
capability of doing things in the first place (Giddens 1984). It implies power in the 
sense that it is crucial to making a state of affairs or sequence of events different. But 
it cannot be equated with power, as it does not necessarily involve outcomes the actor 
* 
intends or favours. Agency also cannot be confused with intentionality. It essentially 
refers to initiating things or changes, no matter whether the initiation or its 
consequences are intentional or not. In the context of sexual harassment discourses, 
agency is a nothingness if it is not understood as located in an ontology or a set of 
0^ 
entities with intei^ctive capabilities. This means that agency does not present itself as 
• 一~^ 
such; it manifests itself only through interaction among entities. Agency is relational -
參 -^—^‘ 
广- the degree/of agency of an entity depends on those entities with which it contrasts. ^^ 1 
Accordingly, identifying the entities is a prerequisite for our understanding of the 
distribution of agency. 
• 
37 ]ji the extracts below, . . refers to a pause in the subject's utterance; ... indicates a skip, and (inaud) 
means the tape-recording was inaudible at that point. 
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( As our Q study shows, while discourse A tends to conceptualize the sexual 
harassment issue from a societal viewpoint, discourses B, C，-D and -E locate the 
issue at the interpersonal level. This situation, indeed, implies that the set of entities 
. e a c h discourse contains can be divided into two forms ~ institutional and personal. 
Specifically, the entities discourse A contains are, first and foremost, gender groups. 
Unlike discourse A，what the other four discourses tend to recognize as existing are 
individuals. 
The recognition of gender groups as the existing ontology appeared in all 
% 
subjects who load highly on Discourse A，as some sample extracts from the subjects' 
utterance show: 
I could be sexually harassed and not consider it, because I don't know. But, maybe my 
riends would think that. . may be the society's standards are different than 
^mine...So, it could go both ways. It could be the society's standards or her 
standards, so it is notjust her. (Discourse A，Subject 55) 
Li our hisiorical-cultural context, females are seen as inferior... Commenting females' 
» figure and bodies is a trivia because females are presumably scmtined by 
males....Itis gender that gives males such power. (Discourse A，Subject 18) 
Discourse A subjects do not believe individuals are the basic moral units and 
power loci of society, with enough capacity to particular types of moral-practical 
problems. The reflective capacity to choose and judge is important, but not enough to 
enable individuals to master their life. Individuals can be ignorant or unaware ofwhat 
they suffer ~ "I could be sexually harassed and not consider it because I don't know". 
As such, individuals cannot enjoy a privileged moral standpoint or the final moral-
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judgemental status. To avoid being exploited by perpetrators, individuals must be 
more or less dependent upon broader social morality. Yet, A subjects resent the social 
morality always gets subsumed under the ideology of gender hierarchy. The power, 
validity or legitimacy of individuals in making moral judgements is derived from the « 
gender groups to which they belong. The more powerful the gender group they 
belong to, the more moral privileges they can enjoy, and the stronger control they can 
allocate over valued experience. Sexual harassment, for A subjects, is a structured 
incident which occurs because of gender hierarchy. It is an inbuilt feature of an entire 
patriarchal-ideological system unconsciously or consciously sustained by both men 
and women, rather than personal attributes or choices. This does not mean that gender 
.， 
has the totalizing effect; it however mediates individual attributes. So those people 
who belong to a less powerful gender group are more vulnerable to sexual 
harassment. 
, Unlike discourse A，the ontology the other four discourses construct are 
individuals rather than gender groups in the sense of collective agents. The 
recognition can be detected by the utterances from the discourse subjects with heavy 
loadings: 
The definition of a thing will change with the attitudes of a person toward that thing... So 
the most important point is whether the thing is acceptable to a person, hv addition, 
sexual harassment produces no extra cost to the society, except the victim. 
Robbery, for example, is harmful to social stability, but sexual harassment is not. 
Thus, whether it is acceptable should depend on a person's definition. CDiscourse B， 
Subject39) 
Sexual harassment is a personal matter. It is quite difficult to know what happens, as 
sexual harassment involves two persons only. Moreover, every era, nation, society 
and country has different ideas about sexual harassment. So do individuals. 
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( Different persons have different criteria. Some criteria are tight and some are loose. 
ODiscourse C，Subject 1 5 ) -
... Peeping at women in the bathroom or watching them undressing would not constitute as 
sexual harassment as long as she was unaware of it....It is an invasion of another 
person's privacy. But, it is not harassment because harassment involves two people 
and the main person that it involves is the victim and how that victim feels or how 
that victim has been affected by a certain otherperson's behaviour, ff she is 
completely unaffected by it, if she doesn't know, if she wakes, you know, wakes up 
‘ the next day as if it was just a regular day and didn't know the previous night 
someone was looking at her, she has not been harassed. She has been violated, she 
has been wronged, but she has not been harassed.CDiscourse -D，Subject 53) 
Sexual harassment is not so different from other forms of harassment, as they all involve 
subjective judgements. For example，in an interpersonal interaction, just like sexual 
harassment, some people may think certain words are okay, but others may not. 
ODiscourse -E, Subject 36) 
Compared to discourse A，the ontological assumptions discourses B, C, -D 
and -E hold are much alike. They all emphasize that individuals are the basic moral 
units and the power loci of society. Individuals are what Rawls (1993:32) called the 
‘‘self-authenticating sources of valid claims". They are free in conceiving of 
themselves and of one another as having reflective capabilities to choose and act. It is 
up to them to examine whether an experience is problematic or immoral. 
Accordingly，whether something is sexual harassment should be better seen as a 
matter of individual choice. Sexual harassment implies an unequal power relationship 
> 
between individuals. The inequality is local or personal rather than social-
institutional. Sexual harassment is not a reification of the power distribution of 
society, namely, gender hierarchy. It should not be understood as an event structurally 
determined by a hegemonic suppression of one social group (the masculine) over 
another (the feminine). Rather, it is a manifestation of how a person makes use of his 
or her personal advantage to sexually exploit others. It occurs in interaction at 
personal level, and is rather in conjuction with individuals' morality problem. Gender 
or sex difference does exist. It is quite natural for men and women to have different 
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social roles or status on which they are permitted to do what to whom. But gender is 
just -one of the "objective" individual attributes that structurally constitutes the 
interpersonal, sexual relationship. Whether it is essential to the occurrence of sexual 
harassment and even the conflicts in sexual interaction is questionable. Moreover, the » 
social structure should not be seen as gender-hierarchical. Nor does it constitute a 
hotbed of sexual harassment. What an individual acts in case of sexual harassment has 




Compared to others, discourse A is more eager to believe that in many cases, 
sexual harassment occurs in a form of power abuse mainly inhabited the societal-
,stmctural gender hierarchy. The hierarchy, in effect, constitutes the unequal 
distribution of agency between men and women: 
I don't think sexual harassment is a vague concept...The society never sees things from 
women's standpoint, so many people think sexual harassment is subjective. 
(Subject 19) 
The main issue of sexual harassment, I think, is the inequality of power....I think there is a 
lot of sexual harassment that people do not reaUze is sexual harassment. And I think 
that the major question to ask is: would it happen to me? H" I were，for example”..a 
man, the question is no. (Subject 21) 
Treating females as males' property，tools, instmments or things constitutes sexual 
harassment. Sexual harassment does not necessarily involve sexual behaviours; it is 
an assault against women....While the existing society is men-dominated, women 
are naturally vuhierable to be harassed by men. What I say is structural and is not 
necessarily related to sexual behaviours....Sexual harassment is about the whole 
structure of society. Males can molest females. Females can also molest males. But 
when females molest males, they treat males as playthings and property，and this 
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‘ � � experience, they think, can be dazzled to others. In this sense，they act as males. 
(Subject 12) -
Discourse A subjects believe that in case of sexual harassment, the power 
.structure is gendered in such a way that man or the masculine is always the harasser 
and woman or the feminine is the vicitm. The structure, Discourse A subjects resent, 
is always denied by men. Armed with dominant social power, men can act as active 
collective meaning-maker of social morality. Their standpoint or experience can 
circulate through the society in the form of the univer^/al, objective standard. It does 
not encompass women's experience; it “never sees things from women's standpoint”. 
Under the male hegemony, men hardly recognize the identification of men as 
S 
harassers because they hardly recognize the existence of sexual harassment. Even men 
recognize, they do not easily name something as sexual harassment. Their ideology 
tends to hold that sexual harassment is vague and subjective and thus problematic. 
Problematizing the sexual harassment claim implies men are reluctant to have their 
scope and domain constrained by a disccursc irxventcd by women. It hints the way 
'women define sexual harassment does not flt many people's experience. It also 
contests women's capability of clearly articulating their genuine voice. On the other 
hand, men also are seldom, or hardly recognize themselves as, the sexually harassed. 
For them, sexuality is hardly harassing at all. It has been a disciplinary mechanism 
through which women are eroticized as labours for the production of sexual pleasure 
for men. Even though a man is disinterested in or dislikes sexual advances initiated by 
a woman, he seldom treats them as sexual harassment; after all, the advances 
reinforce the superiority of being masculine. 
7^ 
� : The gender hierarchy in sexual harassment makes females appear more 
vulnerable to sexual harassment. It also constrains the construction of the victimhood 
and the choices made by victims in response to the offence: 
« 
I 'm not so sure. Ln fact, the victim may suffer more. Totally niin the reputation. Whereas a 
private, one or two instances, harassment, youjust have to swallow it. I feel regret, 
but that's the tmth. I mean, what, if a student came to me and said so-and-so 
sexually harassed her...rm a teacher, what advice can I give? It's really hard. 
(Subject21) 
Author: But why do you prefer talking to your close friends first，rather than making a 
complaint? 
Lnterviewee: Just because, you know, I don't like to provoke conflict or anything. 
Author: You don't like to provoke.. 
Literviewee: Conflict. So, Ijust want to make sure that what I am doing is right. I just 
need support first from my friend. 
Merviewee: I know, but victims always feel guilty. 
, Author: Why? 
Literviewee: Because they think they might provoke it or they might feel that they sh_ouM 
have been in more control and they think that if someone would do that to them, 
it is their fault. (Subject 55) 
For Discourse A subjects, the agency assigned to sexual harassment victims, 
always female, is minimal. The victims have little power to construct and contest the 
social meaning of a certain amount of inappropriate practices. They are worried about 
多 
their capability of fighting back right away or assertively expressing disinterest, 
discomfort or discontent to the harasser. Instead, they lack confidence in acting on 
their own judgement on sexual harassment. They are burdened with a guilt of making 
troubles or provoking conflicts. They also have an obsessive fear of failing to 
convince others to recognize them as sufferers. As a result, the victims must, 
consciously or unconsciously, endure sporadic or mild cases of sexual offence. They 
refuse to endure the offence only when it is severe. Given the limited personal 
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coinpetence, organizational assistance is what the victims need. The need is well 
recognized by those A subjects at the decision-making level: 
It doesn't mean that we have to wait until the situation is at its worst state to take care of it 
‘ or to consider treating it. We should instead, once we see an incidence that is 
potentially serious we must anticipate how to cope with it. What I see until now 
from here is not a major problem. (Subject 27) 
Maybe we take it too seriously, maybe by having all this procedure, by announcing it we 
are encouraging people to think about sexual harassment more than they would 
otherwise. But my real answer, obviously we must have a procedure because if we 
don't, we are going to be extremely vuhierable to criticism from the student body, 
the staff and the media. The press, particularly the magazines like Next, MingBao 
are watching this very, very carefally, they love to make big stories out of it. And if 
we don't know how to handle it，we will look veiy stupid and will be veiy 
vuhierable. Thus we must have a procedure. (Subject 8) 
‘ For those Discourse A subjects who are in less powerful position, the 
availability of organizational help is obviously important, though whether they are 
able to activate the help is another matter. For those decision makers who offer 
organizational help, their consideration is different. For them, their desire for the 
availability of organizational help may be stronger than any others, not because they 
personally need the help, but because it is politically important. Politically important 
» 
because either the occurrence of sexual harassment or how to deal with it will 
defmitely affect their position and authority as well as the reputation of the university. 
The political consideration does not necessarily mean that decisionmakers often put 
higher priority on preserving their self-interest or the overall interest of the 
organizations, instead of the victims' (individual or collective) interest. It, 
nevertheless, highlights the possible gap between people in different power positions 




Unlike Discourse A, Discourse B believes the agency distribution between the 
( 
persons concerned in sexual harassment is not polarized. It tends to eschew the 
unidirectional conceptualization of the offence as female-targetAnale-perpetrator 
interaction: 
Depending on the person. K" the person is a puke, I will surely express my discontent. But 
if the person is a handsome guy, I can accept what he did because it is not so 
disgusting...I never think handsome guys like doing such behaviour (sexual 
harassment). I always hear only those nasty，ugly guys like doing that.(Subject 43) 
* Females want to be sexually appealing because they want to attract otherpeople. When 
they can attract handsome guys, they would think they are attractive, they feel 
happy and enjoyable. But if they are leered by nasty guys，they would feel mhappy, 
to be sure.(Subject 38) 
I think it is a matter of personal choice because if the girl likes you, she will be happy 
with. what you do，but if she doesn't，she probably thinks you're harassing 
her.(Subject 50) 
Discourse B finds it difficult to untangle the subject/object positioning in a 
'man-woman interaction which is prone to sexual harassment. The situation is not 
simpiy that handsome men always enjoy a full subject status, who can melt females. 
What is really at issue is who is in control. For Discourse B, the affirmation of 
females' values is undeniedly more or less parasitic upon what kinds of males they 
can win admiration from. A female can allow herself to be fully spoiled by a male she 
finds loveable or just handsome. Hence the nonexistence of sexual harassment. Yet, 
for Discourse B subjects, this does not simply mean she is a willy-nilly sex object 
who can be only acted upon by the male. After all, whether a male can approach a 
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female is dependent upon the female's personal perceptions as well as favouritism. 
Her -favouritism can be commensurate with the degree of emotional affiliation or 
intimacy with the male. It even can be simply constituted by the male's countenance 
or appearance. In other words, whether a male is seen as lewd and lascivious, or even 
accused by a female ofbeing a harasser, is not based on what the male did, but rather 
on whether the female personally has a favourable impression of the male. Discourse 
B believes the identification of a male as harasser by a female implies that the female 
is the subject who dislikes something or somebody, rather than an exploitable object. 
In this sense, hardly can the male take the initiative to allocate control over the sexual 
interaction he engages with the female. * 
Untangling the subject/object positioning indicates male domination is not so 
salient in sexual harassment. For Discourse B subjects, in many cases, males are the 
harassers，not in the sense of powerholder or suppresser, but only in a sense that they 
»initiate what are seen as offensive acts. The impetus for the initiation is not simply 
derived from males' sense of power. It also can be driven by their lust which is 
constituted by females' inducement or naturally-expressed femininity. As such, 
though males are usually the harassers, they may not be the only culprit. The 
responsibility for sexual harassment should falls, in part, on the vicitms, who are 
usually femaies: 
Although a female dressing less is not a fault, in fact the dress does arouse people's sexual 
desire.(Subject 43). 
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.’.:.,� I think females bear some responsibility for sexual harassment, which is sometimes due to 
their coquetry. But if it is the female who sues the male, thejmale should bear more 
responsibility.(Subject 50) 
- When they express themselves excessively, for example, their wear is too sexy, their 
attitudes toward others are too open and they want to have something, to have all 
men to like her, in this situation, she has to be responsible for sexual 
harassment. (Subj ect 3 8) 
» 
The point, for Discourse B subjects, is not to challenge women's freedom to 
behave or their integrity of individuality. The point is rather to highlight what or how 
S a woman talk, act or dress is an integral part of social life, and thus the symbolic 
/， 八 A � 上 
meaning it carries is open to interpretation. Discourse B subjects do not deny that 
some women's behaviour is essentially an expression or affirmation of their sexual 
identity and femininity, and their behaviours should not be subjugated to the scrutiny 
of males. But on the other hands, Discourse B subjects also believe that sexual 
objectification of woman is not just or necessarily a man business. For some women, 
how to behave is not a way of self-affirming who they are, but a means to win 
admiration from males they like.They enjoy being in the limelight. They like 
/ 
expressing consciously or eroticizng their femininity through their behaviours to 
* attract males' attention, interest or fantasy. In short, some sexual harassment victims 
should bear a degree of personal responsibility for provoking the offence. 
The degree of agency assigned to victims should not be underestimated not 
only in provoking the offence but also in dealing with it. 
Author: Lfyou were sexually harassed in school, what would you do? 
hiterviewee: I would scold him and beat him. 
Author: Why would you do that? 
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V , Intemewee: Out of anger. After beating him, I would catch him and wouldn't let him go, 
'• and then ask security guards for help.(Subject 43) 
The school is not suitable for dealing with the problem....The school should not make 
~ the final judgement... since the internal hearing is not professional.(Subj ect 3 9) 
First, sexual harassment on campus is not a serious problem. The second point is about 
hearsay...Since I enter the university, I've heard only one case about sexual 
harassment, but I doubt whether it is tme. Setting up a committee may sharpen the 
problem, making the hearsay more sensitive.(Subject 38). 
i 
For Discourse B subjects, the initiative to take up the burden of responsibility 
for handling sexual harassment is not a reflection of the victims，powerlessness. It 
does not mean the victims are incapable of activating the university support to 
empower them to fight back. It also does not mean they are incompetent in bringing 
about outcomes favourable to their desires or preferences. The victims instead do not 
ideologically trust the university to handle sexual harassment properly; it is neither 
考 
necessary nor effective. Unnecessary because sexual harassment is fundamentally a 
personal matter and it is not creeping yet on campus. Laeffective because it may have 
the countereffect of creating or deepening discord among people. Discourse B 
subjects believe that if they are harassed, they are able to minimize, challenge and 
even reverse the harasser's positional power. If necessary，they can confront the 
*harasser. Confrontation is an effective means to protect the victims' rights. 
Discourse C 
Discourse C subjects believe that the problematics of gender hierarchy aside, 
« 
the agency distribution in sexual harassment between the person seen as harasser and 
the person affected is inherently unequal: 
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• •、：: 
The problem is not whether sexual harassment is right or wrong, but the difficulty in 
making the judgement,.. .Body touch is sexual harassment if it makes the victim feel 
very uncomfortable. The problem is the offender's intention. Sexual harassment 
does exist but we don't know whether the doer is definitely wrong. We don't know 
‘ whether the doer really intends to harass....(Subject 40) 
Personally, I think words constitute sexual harassment as long as they make women very 
uneasy and infringe upon their dignity....The intention is very important.(Subject 
15) 
I can only say what is harassment. Defining the content of sex is difficult....What we 
should establish is a definition of harassment, not sexual harassment. (Subj ect 7) 
For Discourse C subjects, the agency distribution is unequal not simply 
because of gender difference in the way of venting sexual desire, with male's 
expression being more aggressive than female. More important is placing the burden 
n 
of proof on the victim. And the burden is not so bearable because of the fluidity of 
intention involved in sexual harassment. A legitimate labelling of a person as harasser 
must involve a proof that the person harbours an evil intention. The assumption 
underlying the proof is that harassment can be innocent, as long as it is unintentional. 
In other words, the expressions like “to harass", “harassing” or "to be harassed" do 
,not embody a sense of dislike so much. They are rather descriptive, mainly referring 
to a state of affairs that involves a causality: a person's action causes another person 
or others to suffer psychologically or physically. Only when the offence is seen 
blatant enough or intentionally wielded can the victims utter their dislike, as well as 
having the resolution to take actions against the harassers. The agency of the 
harassers, therefore, basically derives from the sense of powerlessness imposed on the 
victims. On the one hand, Discourse C subjects believe the fluidity of sexual 
harassment allows the harassers to enjoy more room for manoeuvre. The harassers 
can exploit the advantage to either offend others or defend themselves with an excuse 
80 
of unawareness or ignorance. On the other hand, the term "sexual harasser" makes the 
'.,\.�’ . 
victims perplexed rather than resentful. They are often, if not always, worried about 
the fact that, upon confrontation, the perpetrator will be affirmatively at odds with the 
situation they describe. 
( 
I have no defmition of sexual harassment....I have no special opinions about that...We are 
not so clear about what sexual harassment is，orjust know a bit of it. For example, a 
person may fmd a word not special, but another may see it as sexual 
harassment. (Subj ect 6) 
Traditionally, we don't have this problem (sexual harassment). We have the term only 
after the spread of the westem thought. So we are not clear about it(Subject 37) 
It is difficult to defme sexual harassment. Sexual harassment is a personal matter. It 
is quite difficult to know what was happening, as sexual harassment involves two 
persons only. Moreover, every era, nation, society and comitry has different ideas 
about sexual harassment. So do individuals. A different person has different criteria. 
Some criteria are tight and some are loose. Sexual harassment also canbe 
exaggerated or hidden, as the situation only involves two persons. Only the two 
persons exactly know what was happening.(Subj ect 15) 
The focus Discourse C subjects place is on doubt rather than on a clear 
perception that sexual harassment has occurred. They have no desire to tackle it right 
away. Nor do they perceive their own competence in diffusing sexual harassment. 
They may be able to perceive the happening of sexual harassment. But simutaneously 
they also may perceive making complaints as troublesome. It seems that the less 
» 
severe the offence is, the more troublesome the complaint will be. As such, 
consciously or unconsciously, they may be more eager to believe that mild cases of 
sexual harassment are unintentional or innocent, if not tolerable. No matter how they 
pacify themselves, they may have to endure a hostile environment. 
— - . 
於 Discourse -D 




. . . .Discourse -D subjects do not attempt to deny the oft-occurring scenario that 
women are subjected to sexual harassment initiated by men. Yet, behind the scenario 
is- not the oft-presumed clear distinction between men who act /and women who4s -• . y z 
acted upon. 
Author: So why can't menbe coquetish? 
M e m e w e e : Oh, godammit, they canbe coquetish! Well, they cannot，but they shouldbe 
able to. And so it's a double standard. What's the solution? Outlawing the 
woman's right to be coquetish. or allowing men to be? I would say the best thing 
would be to allow men to be flirtatious.(Subject 53) 
...another thing is a double standard involved, which is not directly dealing with sexual 
harassment...because this woman can slap me on my butt and, tell you something; if 
I waUced by and slapped her on the butt, I would be expelled. I 'm not exaggerating. 
(Subject 53) 
, • ..1 feel it is a little narrow only to focus on the female side and not give more weight to 
male harassment. (Subj ect 9) 
For Discourse -D subjects, sexual harassment should be a conceptual tool that 
is socially legitimated for deconstructing certain sexist activities. It, however, has 
congealed into a suppressive discourse against men amid the rising tide of protecting 
women's rights. Suppressive because only women, it seems, can claim to be sexually 
harassed, and only women's dignity or bodily integrity deserves specific protection. 
Sexual harassment has been understood as an offence based on gender, and gender 
has been constructed as a matter of sexualized dominance of male over female. In 
other words, sexual harassment is women's experience per se; it comes to people's 
cognizance only on condition that it is done by male to female. Discourse -D subjects 
attempt not to weaken or deny the sexual harassment claim. They rather complain that 
the claim has been impoverished by gender ideology, and thus ignores or fails to 
encompass the complexity of men-women sexual interaction. Seldom are women 
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stereotyped as sexually aggressive or offensive, and seldom are men constructed as 
sexually reasonable or exploitable. A man is treated as a man only (and thus a 
potential harasser), instead of as an individual who, like other individuals, cannot 
exempt from the threat of sexual harassment. This prejudice has made men find 
( 
themselves at a loss to legitimize their victimization by women's sexual offence in 
certain situations. Men also are perplexed as to whether their sufferings are believed 
or sympathized by other people. 
Discourse -D subjects believe sexual harassment should not be understood in a 
paradigm of gender hierarchy. This does not mean that society or everyday 
interaction is free from gender conflict. This also does not mean that sexual 
harassment involves no power relationship. Indeed, many so-called sexual harassment 
cases are episodes of miscommunication rather than gender conflicts, and the power 
relationship involved is a matter of unintended consequences rather than an 
intentional act: 
» 
"...yes it involves power, but I don't think it is about power. I think it is about, one ofthe 
main causes, I think, of sexual harassment, is misconununication. ...if people 
understand what is and isn't allowed with. other individuals, then I think a lot of 
these cases would have never happened.“(Subject 53) 
"H" you waUc around with a bikini, you are going to get a lot of attractive attention from 
other males who don't normally have this experience of seeing someone...they will 
see, ah she's available. Now maybe she doesn't want to be available, but by the 
way she behaves, she gives that impression...."(Subject 9) 
For Discourse -D subjects, the labelling of men as harassers by women is 
often caused by the misunderstanding between men and women. While men may be 
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easily misunderstood as more eager to sexualize women's behaviour, women may be 
wishfully seen as more habitual to signal erotic messages to men through specific 
behaviour. This kind of sexualization should not be arbitrarily equated to domination, 
since it is reflexive rather than exploitative. Discourse -D subjects believe it is 
t 
refle^4^e because of people's inadequate knowledge about sex: 
Even we who receive tertiary education fmd it difficult to judge what really amounts to 
sexual harassment. From childhood to adult, we were not taught anything 
about sexual harassment. (Subject 42) 
Yes，because male students equally have not had a sexual education...they don't know how 
to behave themselves either. They will get into a position where they will be much 
likely to lose control....a lot of sexual harassment is arising because men do not 
know what they are losing control of....they have sexual energy, they don't know 
what it is，they don't know what it is going to do.... (Subject 56) 
I accept that sexual harassment may have a devastating effect on the student，particularly 
^ Hongkongese students, and partly because they are naive and unused to these 
things; they take a very precious attitude towards sex，perhaps, then they would fmd 
it particularly difficult. But if they were more of the world，then they canjust treat 
sexual, an invitation of sexual harassment as just another (inaud). and get on with 
life without being so affected. (Subject 1) 
Discourse -D subjects stress that it is difficult to grasp what sex is, not to 
mention how to handle it. In this situation, it is not unreasonable to fear that every 
slip of the tongue can trigger a sexual harassment accusation. Indeed, in most cases, 
» 
sexual harassment occurs not because the "harasser" is personally or socially more 
powerful than the "victim", but rather because the victim is not so worldly. As such, 
Discourse -D subjects tend to treat harassers leniently, as their agency status is not as 
dominant as some people presumed. 
Merviewee: So I would think it would be fair to say that setting up a committee may give 
women the opportunity to abuse it. 
Author: You think so? 
Merviewee: Yes，of course, of course. 
Author: Some woidd say you are anti-feminist. 
Interviewee: Well, they can think that, but I don't think it is，it's a common sense. 
Harassment can be very difficult to prove and it can be used to blackmail or by a distressed 
student to get revenge for a poor mark in an exam or something like that. (Subject 1) 
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Vv'; Has Hong Kong reached a stable, cultural and inevolved state where it can now have a 
- committee to deal with sexual harassment? No, because I don't think women yet 
know what the defmition of that is.(Subject 56) 
Sexual harassment as a discourse may enpower victims to give shape to 
.certain illegitimate sexual activities, but it also may be abused to serve private 
illegitimate motives. Discourse -D subjects worry that the abuse would be 
institutionalized，along with the setting up of organizational channels to handle sexual 
harassment. They indeed believe that institutional intervention is useless, though it 
may be tempting to sufferers who desire to be given a way-out. It is either ineffective 
in solving conflicts or agitates deepening distrust between male and female 
individuals. It even risks being misused since sexual harassment is always in a state of * 




This discourse emphasizes the victims' individual attributes and perceptions in 
constituting sexual harassment. A harasser-victim relationship is constructed by how 
the person being acted upon reads the person who acts. The reading is not embedded 
in the social stucture relatively external to the interpreter, but derived from his or her 
dispositions. 
Different people have different attitudes on "sexual". What it is also depends on a person's 
emotion at the moment.(Subject 33) 
People who are open can play crazily and exchange hugs, and they don't see certain 
demands as a big deal. But conservative people may see such demands as sexual 
harassment. (Subj ect 36) 
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. , Depends on the situation. Lf the opposite party just touches me, I definitely see it as no 
matter. But if, for example, the opposite party touches my privates., still depends 
who the person is. And if the person is not intentional to do so, I will ignore it, but 
- if the person is intentional, I won't be polite to the person.(Subject 36) 
Like other discourses, Discourse -E shares the idea that sexual harassment 
involves the subjection of other people's bodies or selves through sexualized practices 
to fulfill one's desires or motives. The subjection is sexualized, as sex is seized by 
one party to hierarchize an interpersonal relationships; hence the social existence of 
"harasser" and "harassee". Sexual harassment, however, is non-existent, if such 
sexualization is unrecognized by the affected party. To make sexual harassment 
existent, it is not much important whether the seizure of sex or the hierarchization 
comps out of the perpetrator's intention. What is essential is the targeted's 
interpretation. And any interpretation is bounded by a person's self-reference. 
Specifically, whether certain actions are seen as having the quality ofbeing sexual, or 
whether certain sexual actions are harassing, is not isolated from a person's emotion, 
disposition, want or/and perception over his or her relationship with the opposite 
party. 
參 
Indeed, for Discourse -E subjects, sexuality comes not from a willed 
subjectivity, namely men, wh^i|g' imposes its meaning on the less powerful other, 
namely women. Rather, sexuality is a discrete, fluid realm of values, passions, desires 
or intimacy pertaining to sex, in which a set of social relations plays out. Any sexual 
meaning of certain actions or relations is but determined by the dynamics in the 
realm. The realm is dynamic because it involves ambivalence, confrontation or 
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reconciliation between person's self-understanding of the sexual as well as sexual 
harassment. Sexual harassment occurs when the realm is not commonly shared by the 
persons concerned, i.e., it is characterized by clashes of attributes or perceptions. The 
alleged harasser and the alleged vicitim devalue each other. They are dragged into a 
( 
narative around oppositions like inconsiderateness vs. oversensitiveness, flippantness 
A 
vs. conservativeness, aggressiveness vs. submissiveness, deceptiveness vs. 
provocativeness, innocuousness vs. harmfulness. Within such contextuality, sexuality 
is always constructed by the alleged victim as a source of anxiety, a kind of 
suppression or an offence that disdains a person's dignity and self-affirmation. In this 
sense, sexuality is harassing and harassment is sexual. 
n 
Quite often, the problem is owing to their misinterpretation or overreaction. I am not saying 
they are necessarily so, but they have to make sure they do not misinterpret or 
oven-eact. So they shouldn't attack others first. Making the discontent openly means 
you don't give yourself a chance or the alleged person a chance that he was not 
really harassing you. You also don't give yourseLf a chance to introspect, to see 
whether you have problems. (Subject 5) 
The fluid and discrete nature of sexuality renders interpersonal 
參 
communication ambiguous. Simmaneously, ambiguity is，intentionally or 
unintentionally, a means of shaping interpersonal relationships. It may cultivate 
congeniality or signal refuse or generate allure. In particular, ambiguity often, if not 
always, exists along with various degrees of love or intimacy in the men-women 
interaction, ranging from fancy, admiration，adoration to infatuation. On the other 
hand, it also may underpin indifference, unacceptance, dislike or detest； For 
Discourse -E subjects, emphasising the ambiguity of sexuality does not imply that 
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sexual harassment cannot be uncontroversial, but that it is not about words or 
behaviours per se and thus is always far more difficult to judge than expected. 
Given the ambiguity of sexual harassment, the so-callled victims must act 
deliberately. For Discourse -E subjects, the construction of "victim" in sexual 
harassment is a way of self-defence rather than simply passively the result of 
something unjust. One who identifies oneself, or consents to be identified, as a victim 
is to affirm one's innocence as well as denouncing another person or others as 
troublemaker(s). The category "victim" in itself thus offers some resources for 
n 
resistance through which the exploited has a potential to "make a difference" to the 
course of event. To become a "victim" is to turn "sexual harassment" as an act taken 
by a person into an accusation against that person. Solely expecting the accusation to 
stop the act may be unrealistic. But equally unrealistic is to ignore the power of the 
accusation to constrain the alleged perpetrator. Nevertheless, Discourse -E subjects 
believe that resorting to the discourse of "victim" as a resistance needs prudential 
» 
judgements and a sense of responsibility. Otherwise, the discourse may render the 
harassee's agency ineffective as well as making innocents suffer. As another subject 
shows: 
Author: Ifyou were the victim, what would you do? 
Merviewee: Depends on whether he is a stranger or not. Khe is my classmate, I will taHc to 
him first and ask him what he feels about his doings. I will not explain to him 
clearly that he harassed. 
Author: Would you report to the university? 
Merviewee: Definitely not, because I am capable of solving it. 
Author: What capabilities do you have? 
Merviewee: Keep him at arm's length.(Subject 51) 
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A victim's prudence may be seen by some people as nothing more than 
hesitation. But, for Discourse -E subjects, it is the key to dealing with sexual 
harassment. Prudence involves refraining from pursuing institutional intervention. It 
is essentially a preference to tackle sexual harassment at the interpersonal level. The 
preference implies a belief in one's own competence to act either assertively or 
indirectly. To be prudent is to be able to strategically keep the problem under one's 
control. Formal, organizational channels may tend to be too rigid and impersonal to 
catch the fluid reakn of the personal from which sexual harassment often arises. This 
is especially the case when the problem occurs between classmates or colleagues. The , 
closer the personal relationship exists between persons in sexual harassment, the more 
ambiguous the construction and positioning of harasser and harassee become, and the 
more difficult for organizational rules or regulations work efficiently and effectively. 
. The five discourses above are basically presented one by one. They indeed 
interact with each other and the dynamics is important for the deliberation of policies 






This thesis locates the politics of interpretation concerning sexual harassment 
on campus through the combination of Q methodology and discourse analysis. The 
approach is alternative and unconventional. Yet, it aims not to eliminate or subvert 
the pntological and epistemological assumptions of mainstream research. No single-
dimensional approach representing only one level of interpretation can adequately 
account for the complex features associated with sexual harassment. I just hope the 
alternative approach can strengthen interdisciplinary research on sexual harassment as 
well as facilitate a more comprehensive understanding of sexual harassment on 
campus. 
» 
Summary of the Findings 
This study generated five distinctive discourses from the subjects' operant 
subjectivities. The nature and content of each discourse was highlighted and 
« 
substantiated by discourse analysis. The meanings of the five discourse are 
fundamentally jointly constructed through my dialogue with the subjects in the 
9v 
« • 
processes of interview and analysis. It should be noted that the identity of each 
discourse is never ultimately closed, as its reproduction hinges on its difference from, 
rather than commonality with, other discourses. Discourse A believes sexual 
harassment is reflective, and productive as well, of the societal-structural gender 
hierarchy. Under the hierarchy, sexual harassment is always easily mitigated or 
eliminated on the basis of masculine parameters. Available discourses on femininity 
can but provide women with positions of submission and vulnerablity, thus 
weakening their consciousness of resistance to illegitimate sexual activities. Unlike 
Discourse A, Discourse B believes sexual harassment unfolds not always as a means 
of male gender-power positioning, but in the form of highly ambiguous display of 
考 
interest. A man's agency derives from the discourse of taking the initiative to 
approach women. But his agency is not total; it can be counteracted by a woman who 
positions herself in the discourse of favouritism -- it is she who chooses how to 
interact with men in her favour. For Discourse C, sexual harassment is not what 
Discourse A regards as an expression of male power. Nor is it what Discourse B treats 
,as a contradiction imbued with courtship. It is rather an evil-intended offence made 
by a person against others to fullflll personal desire or interest. Discourse C 
emphasizes the intentionality of sexual harassment. This discourse makes people and 
victims in particular felt compelled, or troublesome indeed, to take up the burden of 
proof, thus diffusing their self-perceived power to tackle sexual harassment. Sharing 
Discourse B's concem about sexual ambiguity and Discourse C's emphasis on 
intentional fluidity. Discourse -D contrasts with Discourse A by taking distinctive 
care for men. It attempts to counter what it sees the prejudice against males which 
hides behind the seemingly gender-neutral term sexual harassment. Coming out of 
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geader identity politics, "sexual harassment" may have degenerated into a brand of 
political correctness. Such discourse may not only unintendedly weaken women's 
competence to get on with sex worldly, but also create tension in male and female 
interaction unnecessarily. Discourse -E does not embody a sharp political orientation « 
•V" 
as Discourse A and Discourse -D do^. It recognizes the ambiguous nature of sexual 
harassment highlighted by Discourse B, but without playing up the agency embedded 
in females' favouritism. It recognizes the shifting identity of sexual harassment but 
without the sense of powerlessness associated with Discourse C. Discourse -E 
believes that sexual harassment is a realm of exchanges mingled with values, passion 
and attributes. Its construction is heterogeneous and contingent, and hence an ethic of 
， 
deliberation is needed to deal with it. 
These discourse patterns represent only some of the possible accounts with 
special features. Yet, the utility of the discourses is not insignificant. They can be 
•used to facilitate intellectual dialogue. Anyone interested in comparative research and 
cultural studies can make good use of the discourses. They can examine, for example, 
whether the status quo or an issue taken for granted in local university is 
problematized on campus in other countries, or vice versa. Anyone interested in 
developing normative discourses on sexual harassment can also use these disocurses 
as a departure point for theorizing. 
^ � 
i(^ '^  Implications of the Discourse Patterns 
' f y 
, " - ' ' 
92 
:(� What then are the implications of the discourse patterns for the issue of sexual 
harassment on campus in Hong Kong? The most outstanding facet of the discourse 
pattern is ideological, as shown in its contribution to shedding empirical light on 
sexual harassment theories. In western feminist theories, sexual harassment has been 
prevailingly constructed as a form of “gender socialization" which is "the process 
through which women come to identify themselves as sexual beings, as beings that 
exist for men" (MacKinnon 1982:531). Sexual harassment, Ring (1994:133) also 
argues, is “a site of the production of gender". Following the logic of Irigaray's 
(1988) philosophy of the feminine, sexual harassment reproduces the hegemony of a 
male imaginary, the effect of the phallic symbolic order in consciousness and 
n 
imagination, over women. Under the hegemony, despite the agency status, women's 
interpretation and responses (either compliance or resistance) to sexual harassment 
are often subtended by cultural discourses of being a “sex which is not one，，(i.e. 
which is "atrophied" or male-dependent). (Ibid.) Under the hegemony, suffering 
women often are alleged to evoke sexual harassment. Sexual harassment is implicitly 
depicted as an aberrant social exchange for women who always seek to reify their 
deep-seated desire for the phallus they "lack", that is, women desire to be sexually 
approached by men, but if the approach is not what they favour, they may treat it as 
harassing. In short, sexual harassment, the concept, is a gender claim against male 
dominance. This conception of sexual harassment, however, is represented by none of 
the five discourses. Underpinning the discourses instead is the deliberation of whether 
treating sexual harassment ultimately as a gender issue is reductionistic and 
deterministic. They indeed recognize that sexual harassment is a problem which 
mostly involves the two sexes ~ man and woman, rather than a matter of male 
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dominance over females. Even though discourse A leans heavily to the prevailing 
feminist conception of sexual harassment, it still recognizes the risk of being the 
prisoner of gender. This less politicized understanding of gender is understandable. In 
some western countries like the United States, sexual harassment on campus, the 
( 
concept, emerged from intensive feminist struggles, with a solid backup of gender 
equality discourses. Hong Kong's culture, however, is a marginalized one and its 
coloniality has been analogized by some writers to a sexually exploited daughter. It 
has never experienced a sexual revolution or large-scale feminist movements either 
inside or outside the academia. Nor are there any hints of the emergence of women's 
liberation movement as exciting as that in Taiwan where feminist scholars and 
* 
women's rights activitists have already publicly voiced “I need sexual climax, not 
sexual harassment". 
Another outstanding facet of the discourse patterns is structural. It 
demonstrates that there is no dominant discourse strongly and commonly shared by 
» 
all subjects. While A is among the strongest, it still fails to win support from the 
majority. The situation confirms the strong contestability of sexual harassment, 
despite the clear consensus that sexual harassment per se is reprehensible. In general, 
the contestability can be exemplified by the tension among the discourses. For 
example, Discourse A's critique of male dominance is at odds with Discourse -D's 
sympathy for males; Discourse B，s ideology of women's favouritism is unease with 
Discourse C's puzzlement about sexuality, and Discourse C's sense of powerlessness 
to take up the burden of proof is contended by Discourse -E's capability of 
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articulating an ethics of deliberation. The contestability of sexual harassment is more 
, subtle in the tension within Discourse A, between discourses A and B，as well as 
between discourses A and B in relation to discourses C, -D and -E. 
On the whole, loadings on Discourse A are very heavy. Yet, its internal 
tension should not be neglected because a significant proportion of its defining 
subjects are infidel, with ten (six faculty staff, one journalist and three students) of 
them straddled at least two discourses. What is more important is the polarized 
loading variations on Discourse A among the six infidel faculty staff. Three of them 
n 
load far heavier on Discourse A than other discourses. But the other three, who are all 
key, powerful agents at the highest decision making level on the issue of sexual 
harassment on campus, load far weaker. That said, these three powerful agents tend to 
be under stronger influence from the other discourses they identify with 
simutaneously, and their eagemess to actively make use of their positional power or 
,authority to strengthen or promote Discourse A may be limited. On the other hand, 
Discourse A fails to get full support from any students. Its only three student subjects 
are all infidel. Though they load heavier on Discourse A, their committment is not 
unquestionable: subject 40 may be easily falling into a standoff between discourses A 
and C; the "trinalness" of subjects 59 and 60 can more or less dilute their 
identification with Discourse A, and their values or actions should be more contingent 
on situations. ‘ 
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‘ . The contestability may be more salient between Discourse A and another 
strong discourse，B. Discourse B tends to undermine Discourse A in a sense that the 
former is potentially more able to attract faculty staff than the latter to attract 
students. There are six subjects sharing the two discourses, including three staff 
t 
members and two students. B can get heavier loadings from two staff members who 
are decisionmakers. The two students support A more but, as said before, they are 
particularly infidel. Another more convincing evidence to show B's contention with 
A is its alternative approach to sexual harassment. While Discourse A tends to locate 
sexual harassment in the paradigm of female-target^male-perpetrator interaction, 
Discourse B disputes that the subject-object positioning is difficult to untangle, 
*i 
Discourse B's dispute becomes sharper when discourses C，-D and -E share Discourse 
B's preference to undo the symbiosis of gender hierarchy with sexual harassment, as 
the discourse analysis shown. 
The discrepancy between Discourse A and other discourses also can be 
» 
detected from the subject groupings. Compared to Discourse A，Discourse B's 
internal solidarity and its potential alliance, if not coherence，with discourses C, -D 
and -E are far stronger. As the Q results in Appendix 1 indicates, B can get heavier 
loadings from seven of its eight subjects who also share other discourses, excluding 
A. Compared to Discourse B，Discourse A is less successful. Only four of its seven 
infidel subjects load weaker on other discourses, excluding B. The configuration does 
not mean that the tension between discourses B, C, -D and -E is insignificant. It rather 
means that B is probably potentially strong enough to replace A as the strongest 
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discourse; it is also in a better position to seek alliance with the other three discourses. 
• - The configuration does not mean that the tension between discourses B, C，-D and -E 
is insignificant. It rather means that Discourse A may have to face a counterbalance 
. f r o m the other four discourses simutaneously. In particular, once the competing 
discourse is but Discourse A，it is more likely that the other four discourses may be 
under pressure to lean to each other. This observation is compatible with the social 
attributes, like sex, hierarchical position and ethnicity, associated with the five 
discourses' subjects, though the subject selection is not statistically significant. The 
social attributes of the defining subjects for each discourse can be shown in the 
following five diagrams (See also Appendix 1): * 
__^ ^^^ 7 Chinese 
10 staff ‘ 
^ y ^ ^ ^ ‘ 3 non-Chinese 
/
12 males 
^V^ ^ ^ 2 Chinese 
^ - 2 students^^ 
^ 0 non-Chinese 
A: 25 subjects 
\ ^^ ^^ ^^ "^ *^ ‘ 8 Chinese 
Z 9staff 
y ^ ""* - ^ 1 non-Chinese 
13 females 
\ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 2 Chinese 
4 students 
^*""^ 2 non-Chinese 
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：？: ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 3 Chinese 
3 staff ^^ ^^ ^^ ^ 
^ y 0 y ^ ^""""^^ 0 non-Chinese 
/" 9 males 
^V^^ ^^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 6 Chinese 
^ * 6 students 
^ ^ 0 non-CMnese 
Jh5: 20 subjects 
\' ^__^.^ 2 Chinese 
y > 2staff 
Z ‘ •—"^^ 0 non-Chinese 
11 females 
^S^ ^^^^ 1 Chinese 
9 students 
� 2 non-Chinese 
_^^^ 3 Chinese 
3 staff ; ^ ^ 
^ y ^ ^ ^ " " ^ 0 non-Chinese 
/
5 males 
\ ^ ^ 2 Chinese 
^ ^ 2 students'^ "^"''^  
^^•^^ 0 non-Chinese 
CJ: 12 subjects 
\ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 3 Chinese 
Z 3 staff 
y ^ *^ � 0 non-Chinese 
7 females 
^ S ^ 3 Chinese 
4 students 
1 non-Chinese 
^^ _^ ^ 0 Chinese 
3 staff "^ ^ "^^  
* ^ y ^ ^ ^ " ^ 3 non-Chinese 
Z 5 males 
/ *V^ ,^^ ^ ^ ^ 0 Chinese 
/ ^ ^ 2 students 
y ^ ^ 2 non-Chinese 
-D: 7 subjects 
X^ 0 Chinese 
^ Ostaff 
y ^ � • • - ‘ — ^ 0 non-Chinese 
2 females 
\ » ^ ^^^^^ 2 Chinese 
2 students 
‘ � 0 non-Chinese 
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"•'v： ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 5 Chinese 
5staff ^ -
^ y y ^ ^ 0 non-Chinese 
/
10 males 
V ^ ^ 0 Chinese 
^ ^ 5 students " " ^ 
^ 5 Chinese 
-E : 12 subjects 
\' _^^____^^ 0 Chinese 
y > Ostaff 
Z *^*—-^^ 0 non-Chinese 
2 females 
*Xy^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 2 Chinese 
2 students 
^"*"^ 0 non-Chinese 
Though Discourse A emphasizes the gender dimension of sexual harassment, 
its most distinctive social-attributive feature lies not in the subjects' sex or ethnicity, 
% 
but, to a considerable extent, in their hierarchical position. Discourse A is the only 
one which is predominantly defined by faculty staff, covering males, females, 
Chinese and non-Chinese. Nevertheless, it gets little support from both Chinese and 
non-Chinese students. In constrast, Discourse B gets strong support from male and 
female students, despite the fact that they are all Chinese. Compared to other 
discourses, C is the only one which does not ally with a particular social group. 
% 
Perhaps, it is more capable than others of getting itself circulated among various types 
of people. Discourse -D is distinctive in that it is predominantly supported by non-
Chinese staff and students, especially male. Unlike Discourse -D, Discourse -E is 
strongly attractive to Chinese males, including staff and students. Undeniably, some 
attributive differences exist among discourses B, C，-D and -E. Yet, the differences 
are not exclusive. For example, the reconciliation among discourses B, C and -E is 
made possible not merely by their ideological affinity, but also by their commonly 
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shared "Chinese ethnicity". So is the linkage between -D and -E. The "male sex" can 
sery.e as a major impetus to initiate or strengthen their interaction. 
I 
In less abstract terms, the dynamics and conflicts among the flve discourses 
imply the difficulty in establishing a public morality on sexual harassment. They also 
imply the insistance of some faculty staff and students on making or preserving rooms 
for the realization of individual practices. Basically，the discourse patterns are 
unfavourable to those people who really suffer from sexual harassment on university 
campus in Hong Kong. Despite the commitment to fighting against sexual 
* 
harassment, the discourse pattern still enables harassers to stand a higher chance to 
seek agency more powerful than harassees. First, harassers can identify with any 
discourses, except A, to mitigate their wrongdoings as well as preempting harassees' 
responses. For example, while Discourse B's favouritism and Discourse -E's ethic of 
deliberation may strengthen the agency status of the sufferers, they can be called upon 
,by the harassers to play up the contingency of sexual harassment — sexual harassment 
is essentially constituted by response -- hence their innocence; while Discourse -D 
may be seen as speaking the imaginary of men and sustaining the status quo of 
patriarchy, it ironically can be praised as not privileging men as unproblematic, 
unconstrained by gender discourses. Second, any successful policy against sexual 
harassment inevitably hinges on whether victims are capable of activating the policy 
discourses, even though there is a comprehensive or reasonable definition, legislation 
or policy guideline on sexual harassment. The discourse patterns show that even 
though a definition or guideline on sexual harassment may be normatively acceptable 
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to,all discourses, its activation can be highly contestable. More imporantly, any 
, sexual harassment complaints inevitably spark controversy and resistance is often 
made less attractive under the constraints of the ideology of favouritism, the sense of 
puzzlement and powerlessness and the ethic ofdeliberation. 
The whole discourse patterns, nevertheless, is not that of "consensus vs. 
z adversariness", “centre vs. margin" or^atomistic individualism vs. social obligation". 
It rather reflects a necessity for a politics of difference. The necessity does not mean 
that the difference cannot be located in a common ground. Otherwise, it will collapse * 
into a relativism whereby we all are in a standoff. What is at issue is how to search, 
and consolidate as well, a common ground on which a plurality of beliefs and the 
complex compound of how to pursue a fruitful life can be unfolded on campus. Also 
at issue is how to avoid suggesting any immutable and fixed conception of sexual 
harassment in the name of the common good. It is of course impossible to respect 
,unconditionally individual sexual choices and practices regardless of their nature. It is 
necessary to set up a common ground on the interpretation of sexual harassment to 
orient a more just relationship among students and faculty staff. But this should be 
done from the bottom up rather than from the top down. In other words, policy 
formulation on sexual harassment should not be the exclusive domain of a defmite 
space (the policymakers and the researchers) in which students and staff are passive 
subjects. Any operative policy does not emanate only from the minds of researchers ‘ 
and policymakers. It should be constructed in the context of fruitful encounters 
between intellectuals, policymakers, students, staff and their discourses. 
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Appendix 1: Factor Loadings and Demographic Variables of Research Subjects 
乂 -
Case I A B C D E S ^ “ A g e ~ O r i g i n s Status 
~~i 0 ^ 0 ? ^ 0.0393 -04590X~~-0.2218 M 49~~~B LawProfessor 
•• 2 0.7484X 0.3550X 0.1591 -0.0594 -0.0852 M 34 C Research Officer 
3 0.2790 0.2141 0.2109 -0.2427 -0.6242X M 60 C Vice-Chancellor 
4 0.8041X 0.1811 0.1338 -0.0952 -0.1315 M 41 C Religionand 
Philosophy 
‘ 5 0.0563 0.1798 0.2302 -0.1113 -0.4879X M -- C Psychiatrist 
6 -0.1690 0.3023 0.5913X -0.2307 -0.3126 M 45 C University Doctor 
7 0.1549 0.0845 0.5771X -0.0260 -0.2500 M 45 C Philosophy 
Lecturer 
8 0.6852X 0.1274 0.1162 -0.2528 -0.2311 M 65 B Pro-Vice-
Chancellor 
9 0.2398 0.1470 0.0226 -0.5362X -0.3061 M 28 B Technician � 
10 0.6460X 0.2617 0.1850 0.0203 -0.1542 M 43 C Dean ofStudents 
11 0.6116X 0.2300 0.2229 -0.2629 -0.1004 M - K Accountancy 
Lecturer 
12 0.7857X 0.1258 -0.0651 -0.2068 -0.0177 M 51 C Lecturer/ 
Legislator 
13 0.1872 0.4585X 0.0972 -0.3131 -0.3933X M 31 MC Politics Lecturer 
14 0.6317X 0.2078 0.0104 -0.4447X -0.0251 M 58 B Dean of Students 
15 0.0645 0.2296 0.6000X 0.0551 -0.1477 F 37 C ffistory Lecturer 
16 0.6433X -0.0285 0.2481 -0.2127 -0.1374 F 45 B Journalism 
* Lecturer 
17 0.4077X 0.5003X 0.4894X 0.0068 -0.0772 F 38 C Student Officer 
18 0.7740X 0.2068 -0.0810 -0.0537 -0.1129 F 40 C Education Lecturer 
19 0.7669X 0.1511 -0.1823 0.1390 -0.1482 F 40 C Education Scholar 
20 0.7600X 0.2207 0.0322 0.0334 -0.2415 F 44 C Women'srights 
Activist 
21 0.8084X 0.2291 0.0297 0.0478 -0.0805 F 43 C Medicine Lecturer 
22 0.4245X 0.6032X 0.3120 -0.0137 -0.1878 F 24 C Journalist 
23 0.1175 -0.0769 0.3814X -0.2917 0.2099 F - C LoveStory Writer 
24 0.7042X 0.2075 -0.1550 -0.2421 -0.3374X M - C CulturalStudies 
Professor 
25 0.3576X 0.5437X 0.1632 -0.2215 -0.0419 M 60 C Pro-Vice-
Chanceiior 
26 -0.2788 0.0612 0.5649X -0.2495 -0.0679 M - C Magazine Editor 
,27 0.4923X 0.1173 0.2115 -0.2026 -0.2467 F 50 C Dean ofStudents 
*28 0.3668X -0.0103 0.0694 -0.1623 -0.7165X M 61 C Vice-Chancellor 
29 Q.6002X 0.2087 0.1145 -0.1999 -0.0849 F -- MC Economics 
Lecturer 
30 0.1387 0.3018 -0.0025 -0.1870 -0.1559 F - C Love novel writer 
31 0.2516 0.5022X 0.2700 -0.1785 0.1088 M 20 C Chemistry 
Engineering 
Student 
32 0.2188 0.2928 0.3846X -0.0756 -0.5243X M 21 C Electronics 
Engineering 
Student 
33 0.3286 0.3498X 0.2898 -0.0361 -0.3738X M 19 C Computer 
Engineering 
Student 
34 0.2824 0.2304 0.1945 0.0501 -0.1952 M 21 C Business Language 
, Student 
35 -0.1548 0.1232 -0.0267 0.0296 -0.4104X M 20 C AppliedPhysics 
Student 
36 0.2538 0.4230X 0.1335 0.0544 -0.3619X M 20 C Medicine Student 
37 -0.0607 0.1570 0.4296X -0.0005 -0.0448 M 22 C Physics Student 




39 ' . 0.3074 0.4177X 0.3168 -0.0493 -0.1176 M 20 C Economics Student 




.-; 41 0.1840 0.6158X 0.1004 -0.2628 -0.0981 F 21 C Electronics 
Engineering 
Student 
42 0.2642 0.0500 0.3207 -0.4130X 0.0170 F 21 C Business 
‘ Administration 
Student 
43 0.2924 0.5917X 0.0610 -0.1981 -0.3148 F 23 C Textile Student 
44 0.2621 0.2115 0.3295X -0.1280 -0.1426 F 20 C Tourism 
Management 
Student 
45 0.1728 0.5103X Q.4238X -0.0184 -0.2108 F 19 C Marketing Student 
46 0.1767 0.4627X 0.3233 -0.4320X -0.1828 F 19 C Management 
Student 
47 0.1286 0.5344X 0.2085 -0.1830 -0.2632 F 22 C Accountancy 
‘ Student 
48 0.1667 0.3202 0.0574 0.1430 -0.2187 F 21 C Music Student 
49 0.7100X 0.1533 0.0594 0.0714 0.0133 F 21 C Law Student 
50 0.1336 0.5760X 0.0209 -0.2210 -0.2853 F 20 C Arts Student 
51 0.2381 0.2192 0.1673 -0.1255 -0.5534X F 21 C Architecture 
Student 
52 , 0.3930X 0.2939 0.0014 -0.2368 -0.2429 M 21 C Business Student 
53 0.1526 0.2518 -0.0280 -0.4712X -0.0142 M 21 CA ffistory Student 
54 0.2706 0.4074X 0.2887 -0.0655 -0.0377 F 26 MC Geography Student 
55 0.7719X 0.0984 0.0777 0.0028 0.0407 F 24 NA Politics Student 
56 -0.1578 0.1334 0.1628 -0.5487X -0.0969 M 20 S Business 
Administration 
Student 
57 0.3058 0.3656X 0.0635 -0.1483 -0.2696 F 21 J Law Student 
58 0.2498 0.0724 0.3212 -0.0629 -0.3699X F 24 CH Politics Student 
59 0.5128X 0.4091X 0.3605X 0.0828 -0.0372 F 33 J Archeology 
Student 





^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ M ^ M H M M ^ ^ M * ^ ^ H M ^ ^ ^ M ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ M M M W ^ M ^ ^ M M H M M M M H ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ M ^ ^ ^ H M * M M H H M M H M ^ ^ ^ H M M M M H M a M a M M M M M M M H M M M M I ^ H M M H P M H M M M W M W M M M M H I 
*X indicates the factor loading is significant. Sex: M = Male, F = Female; Origins: B = British; C = 
Chinese; J = Japanese; K = Korean; S = Swedish; MC = Mainland Chinese; NA 二 North American; 
CJ = Japan-bom Chinese; CA = Chinese American 
. 
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Appendix 2: Factor Q Sort Values for Each Statement 
. ,Statements A B C 5 ~ ^ E ~ " 
~1 Since we can't clearly define what sexual harassment is，we~~^ ^ 4 A 5 ~ 
cannot be sure whether it is necessary wrong or not. 
2 So-called "sexual harassment" is nothing more than over- -5 -4 0 -4 -1 
reaction on the part of "victims" to male-female relationship. 
•3 Rape and physical assault are objective and measurable, but -3 5 5 4 2 
sexual harassment is subjective, dependent on the woman's 
defmition and standards. 
4 Sometimes people do things frivolously and jokingly without 2 3 5 5 5 
intending to harass. 
5 Whether sexual harassment is acceptable or tolerable is a matter -3 5 4 0 0 
of personal choice 
6 Sexual harassment is not exactly about gender, rather it is about 1 2 5 2 2 
the infringement upon a person's privacy. 
7 Only body touvh. does not constitute sexual harassment, if it -1 -4 1 0 4 
does, many people will be wrongly blamed. A property should 
be added to the touch ~ rubbing, including "pinching", 
"sweeping", "caressing lightly but repeatedly for a quite long 
while". 
8 When a man sexually harasses a woman, it has little to do with 4 -1 0 2 -1 
the woman, rather it is sign, of the man's arrogance or insecurity 
and need for power in order to feel good about himseLf. 
9 Sexual harassment claims often have this quality: people come 0 1 1 0 -2 
in feeling angry and wronged, and they think they have rights 
that they simply don't have. 
10 Sexual harassment is seen as a problem only by those who are -5 -5 -4 -4 -5 
too pmdent or not open-minded enough. 
11 Making a profane or，scatogical joke is not sexual harassment, -2 -3 -4 1 -4 
even though a listener may fmd it offensive. 
12 Peeping at a woman in the bathroom or while she was -2 -3 -3 1 0 
undressing wouM not constitute harassment as long as she was 
uiiaWoTC of lt. 
13 Hormones cause men to view things in a more sexual framework -2 2 0 3 1 
» than the reality of the situation permits. 
14 Lf a man has no respect for a woman, if he thinks violence 3 3 2 2 3 
against women is okay and that he can act on impulse, I don't 
think it is going to matter how she looks or that he will care if 
she isa"nice"or"bad"girl . 
15 Some of the signs of harassment are so subtle, and at first glance 2 2 4 -1 5 
so innocent, thatneither perty may be conscious harassment is 
taking place. 
16 Quite Often, the men who are sexually harassed by women are 0 -1 -2 -1 0 
handsome, shy and conservative. 
17 College women are so sexually compelling and youthfully -2 -2 -5 -4 -4 
beautifol that men cannot resist them. 
18 Very often, a knowledgeable person is not necessarily moral. 5 5 3 4 4 
19 Sexual harassment has the advantage of being a charge that is 0 1 0 5 1 
difficult to recover from. You were presumed guilty until proven 
innocent -- and it was hard to prove innocence. 
20 Harassed women saw sexual harassment as a more serious social 1 3 1 0 1 
problem than non-harassed women. 
21 Victims of sexual harassment are very worried about bringing up 0 -3 -1 -1 -2 
the issue openly because they are worried about the offender's 
career. 
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22 .,.« Sexual harassment forces a student to forfeit work, research, 1 1 0 -3 1 
educationaJl comfort, or even career. 
23 An offer of rewards for sexual "favours" is not so harmful, so no -3 -2 -4 -5 2 
- one gains or loses if the offer is declined. 
24 Sexual harassment is an attack on a person's self-esteem. 5 3 3 1 4 
;. integrity, personal security and economic well-being. 
25 Before loading complaints against the harassers, the victims 2 1 3 1 5 
should try to solve the problem fkst, like expressing their 
. discontent to sway the harassers. 
26 Instead of fighting bak against an aggressor, most harassed 1 2 2 1 2 
female students tum to their friends to exorcise the memory. 
27 Sexual harassment should not be taU^ed about openly. It -4 -5 -5 -5 -4 
victimizes men and makes them feel uncomfortable with 
women. 
28 Let everybody know that you have been indecently assaulted. 1 4 3 4 3 
29 An attractive woman has to expect sexual advances and should -1 0 -1 5 0 
leam how to handle them. 
30 Sexual harassment implies a loss of control. 1 -1 -2 -2 -3 
31 Sexual harassment indeed is not different from other forms of -1 -1 0 -2 3 
harassment in ordinary interp ersonaI relationship. 
32 Experiences of sexual harassment are a normal part of growing 0 0 -2 0 0 
up for many women in Hongkong. 
33 Sexual harassment is not a weapon women use to damage men's 4 1 3 1 1 
« reputation. 
34 Sexual harassment is about power -- the undue exercise of power 5 4 2 -2 0 
by a superior over a subordinate. 
35 Every age has things you are not allowed to joke about. Now，it -1 -1 1 1 -1 
seems, the new taboo is women. 
36 The females who are serious about sexual harassment are out- -3 -5 -2 -4 -3 
dated and traditional-minded because they think their bodies and 
values should be treated differently vis-a-vis males. 
37 Women in the West might be more open in their sexual mores -1 2 1 3 -1 
and so would be more ready to accept advances in the form of 
sexjokes and touching. 
38 Many pre-conceived ideas have been existed in the concept of 3 4 4 3 3 
sex, which make people pre-judge what is right and what is 
wrong. 
*39 Sexual harassment implies females see their bodies as property, -3 -3 -3 -3 -1 
commodity and wealth. That is why they are often over-sensitive 
to the issue. 
40 A man must leam to understand that a woman's "no" to his 4 3 2 3 0 
sexual advances really menas "no". 
41 It is natural that men womanize. -2 1 0 -1 -1 
42 Wpmen are encouraged to be sexually appealing, to be nice and 3 0 -2 2 1 
charming. But if they are attacked, they are told they invited it. 
43 Men always like harassing women. -4 -4 -3 -5 -3 
44 When females offer sexual advances to males, people won't say 0 4 1 4 3 
this is sexual harassment, but use such adjectives as 
"coquettish", "avant-garde" to describe such behaviour. 
45 Most women who are sexually insulted by a man provoke his -5 1 1 -3 -2 
behavour by the way they taUc, act，or dress. . 
46 Women presmnably enjoyed leering made by handsome men, -1 0 -3 -2 1 
but accused less good-looking men of harassment if the latter did 
the same. 
47 Sexual harassment is assumed to be more costly for women than 2 2 -1 2 2 
men. 
48 bicidents of sexual harassment perpetuate the idea that women 3 -1 -2 -2 -1 
are seen first as sexual being and providers of services to men. 
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49 ' \ More and more women are falling prey to sexual harassment. 0 0 -1 -3 -5 
50 tanocent flirtation makes the school day interesting. -1 -1 -4 3 -2 
51 Sexual harassment on campus is a majorproblem. 0 -2 -5 -3 -5 
-"" 52 ' Sexual harassment legislation strangthens a sex taboo by using -2 -2 2 -1 -3 
law to protect it. It is exactly a nagation against modem sex 
.'' education. 
53 Setting up committee to deal with sexual harassment will only -4 -3 -1 -2 -2 
give some women the opportunity to deliberately harm or 
• victimize menby making false accusations. 
54 Economic properity cannot guarantee the enhancement of 4 0 -1 -1 4 
women's status. 
55 You will never get equality until you change the law to show the 1 -2 0 1 -2 
difference between right and wrong. 
56 University students should lead society to rethink gender 2 0 2 0 0 
problems. 
57 Women might never report that sexual harassment has occured 3 1 _1 2 1 
because they may never generate that label for themselves. 
58 A society which values relationships based on gaining 2 0 1 0 -1 
commodities poses a challenge to human dignity and value, and 
this is not beneficial to women. 
59 Males view a woman as more responsible for an incident of 1 _1 -1 -1 2 
sexual harassment and females judge a woman to be less 
responsible. 
60 * H" the harasser were a lecturer, I would not tell Mm off -1 -4 _3 0 -3 
immediately, not because of grades but because the person 
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